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JOSÉ E. SERRANO, New York 
ROSA L. DELAURO, Connecticut 
JAMES P. MORAN, Virginia 
JOHN W. OLVER, Massachusetts 
ED PASTOR, Arizona 
DAVID E. PRICE, North Carolina 
CHET EDWARDS, Texas 
PATRICK J. KENNEDY, Rhode Island 
MAURICE D. HINCHEY, New York 
LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD, California 
SAM FARR, California 
JESSE L. JACKSON, JR., Illinois 
CAROLYN C. KILPATRICK, Michigan 
ALLEN BOYD, Florida 
CHAKA FATTAH, Pennsylvania 
STEVEN R. ROTHMAN, New Jersey 
SANFORD D. BISHOP, JR., Georgia 
MARION BERRY, Arkansas 
BARBARA LEE, California 
ADAM SCHIFF, California 
MICHAEL HONDA, California 
BETTY MCCOLLUM, Minnesota 
STEVE ISRAEL, New York 
TIM RYAN, Ohio 
C.A. ‘‘DUTCH’’ RUPPERSBERGER, Maryland 
BEN CHANDLER, Kentucky 
DEBBIE WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Florida 
CIRO RODRIGUEZ, Texas 
LINCOLN DAVIS, Tennessee 
JOHN T. SALAZAR, Colorado 
PATRICK J. MURPHY, Pennsylvania 

JERRY LEWIS, California 
C. W. BILL YOUNG, Florida 
HAROLD ROGERS, Kentucky 
FRANK R. WOLF, Virginia 
JACK KINGSTON, Georgia 
RODNEY P. FRELINGHUYSEN, New 
Jersey 
TODD TIAHRT, Kansas 
ZACH WAMP, Tennessee 
TOM LATHAM, Iowa 
ROBERT B. ADERHOLT, Alabama 
JO ANN EMERSON, Missouri 
KAY GRANGER, Texas 
MICHAEL K. SIMPSON, Idaho 
JOHN ABNEY CULBERSON, Texas 
MARK STEVEN KIRK, Illinois 
ANDER CRENSHAW, Florida 
DENNIS R. REHBERG, Montana 
JOHN R. CARTER, Texas 
RODNEY ALEXANDER, Louisiana 
KEN CALVERT, California 
JO BONNER, Alabama 
STEVEN C. LATOURETTE, Ohio 
TOM COLE, Oklahoma 

BEVERLY PHETO, Clerk and Staff Director 

(II) 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:15 Mar 17, 2011 Jkt 065007 PO 00000 Frm 00004 Fmt 7513 Sfmt 7513 E:\HR\OC\65007P1.XXX 65007P1E
m

cd
on

al
d 

on
 D

S
K

2B
S

O
Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

E
A

R
IN

G



(1) 

DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS FOR 2011 

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 20, 2010. 

ACQUISITION CONTRACTING 

WITNESSES 
PAUL FRANCIS, MANAGING DIRECTOR, ACQUISITION AND SOURCING 

MANAGEMENT TEAM, GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE 
MICHAEL GOLDEN, MANAGING ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL FOR 

PROCUREMENT LAW, GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE 
BILL WOODS, DIRECTOR, ACQUISITION AND SOURCING MANAGEMENT 

TEAM, GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE 

CHAIRMAN MURTHA’S OPENING STATEMENT 

Mr. MURTHA. The hearing will come to order. We welcome the 
witnesses, and I want to say that the problem we have been having 
is the acquisition process. I don’t say it is broken, but the bigger 
contracts that we have had, we have had some real problems with 
them. We talked a little bit before the hearing started about some 
of the protests that have been sustained. 

You have got to go into some detail with us about what you see 
if there is something we can do to help this situation. You made 
some suggestions that I would like you to make officially about the 
problems you see in this area so that we can try to resolve them 
from a fiscal standpoint. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. 

COMMENTS OF MR. FRELINGHUYSEN 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome, gen-
tlemen. 

Would you like a motion, Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. MURTHA. I would like a motion. 

MOTION TO HOLD EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I move that those portions of the hearing 
today which involve proprietary material be held in executive ses-
sion because of the sensitivity of the material to be discussed. 

Mr. MURTHA. All in favor will say aye. Without objection, aye. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF MR. FRANCIS 

Mr. FRANCIS. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Frelinghuysen. I 
appreciate the opportunity to be here today to talk about a wide 
range of topics: weapons systems, contracts, workforce, bid pro-
tests. I have with me Mike Golden on my right, who is the head 
of GAO’s bid protest unit. On my left is Mr. Bill Woods, who is a 
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contracting expert. I think among us we must have pretty close to 
100 years of experience. 

PURSUIT OF VERY HIGH CAPABILITY 

I just have a couple of remarks to make in the beginning, and 
we will get very quickly to the questions. The condition that we 
have today has been decades in the making. I think in the area of 
weapons systems, we are looking at the effect of cumulative com-
mitments to pursue very high capabilities, and we have accepted 
the high risk associated with those. We have also vastly expanded 
our capability to meet near-term commitments, but we have done 
that largely through contracting out for services. 

I think you could describe what we have been doing in the near 
term as institutionalizing expediency, and that is something that 
we have to look at. 

We have had, over time, the money and the flexibility to do so, 
but the question we ask ourselves today is, are we where we want 
to be? And I think the answer is, no, I don’t think it is a sustain-
able path that we are on. 

If you look at weapons systems Mr. Chairman, cost growth and 
schedule delays associated with high-risk weapons are denying the 
warfighters the capabilities they need on time, and certainly in the 
quantities they need. 

CONTRACTOR WORK FORCE 

When we have done contingency contracting and service con-
tracting to expand our near-term capabilities, we have done so 
through the process of thousands of decisions. So what we have 
today is a very large contractor workforce that is largely been put 
together on an ad hoc basis. It hasn’t been strategic at all. 

Today it is still hard for the Department of Defense to say how 
many contractors it has, where they are, and there are a lot of 
questions about what roles we play. 

Our own organic government acquisition workforce has stayed 
relatively stable in the past few years, and if you go back in his-
tory, has declined significantly. 

There is a move afoot to increase the acquisition workforce, but 
I think a key decision—— 

FEDERAL ACQUISITION WORK FORCE 

Mr. MURTHA. Go over that again, because this committee has 
been stressing direct hires. It is cheaper, and the contracting has 
gotten out of control. So go over that one point again as you go 
along here. 

Mr. FRANCIS. Sure. I think if you go back to the 1990s, the acqui-
sition workforce was probably cut in half during that decade and 
there was a big movement to contract out for a lot of that activity. 

During the last 10 years, I think the workforce is down to around 
130,000. I am trying to remember the numbers, but it may have 
been as high as 300,000 to 400,000 20 years ago. What we don’t 
have a good number on today is how much that has been aug-
mented by the contractor workforce in acquisition. 
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But be that as it may, as we have hired more contractors to do 
work, our acquisition workforce has stayed the same. So our people 
are having to do a lot more oversight than they used to, and there 
is a real question there. 

Mr. MURTHA. How do you define our acquisition workforce in the 
Defense Department? 

KNOWLEDGE OF WORKFORCE CAPABILITY GAPS 

Mr. FRANCIS. Defense Department, military and civilian. 
I think even more important, even as we are looking at increas-

ing that workforce, the Department of Defense today does not real-
ly know the skill sets it needs in its acquisition workforce, so it 
doesn’t really know what gaps are most pressing to fill. So as we 
in-source, it is hard to in-source smartness, so these are real chal-
lenges for the Department of Defense. It does not have good data 
on its own workforce. 

Another factor we have to consider is we are not going to have 
the money to sustain the way we have been conducting business 
over the last 10 years. So I don’t think, again, we are where we 
want to be. 

OPPORTUNITY TO IMPROVE ACQUISITION 

But I do think we are in a really great period of opportunity, and 
there is a lot of momentum for change. I think of a number of 
things. One is what the Congress has done with acquisition reform 
legislation and the Department of Defense in changing its policies. 
I look at what the President has done in his memo on contracting, 
and the tough decisions the Secretary of Defense has made on 
weapons systems. 

I also look at the continuity in acquisition executives from the 
last administration to this administration. I think it is unprece-
dented, and there is a level of experience there that I don’t think 
we have had. We also have a QDR coming up as well, so there is 
a real opportunity and momentum for change here. I would say, 
having been around a fairly long time, there have been opportuni-
ties in the past that have been missed. 

Coming back to your point, Mr. Chairman, we have to think 
about programs that have gone wrong, and why they went wrong. 
If requirements were poorly conceived, perhaps too ambitious, then 
the subsequent acquisition program can’t fix that. That acquisition 
program is going to be in trouble. 

If the acquisition program isn’t laid out soundly, then no con-
tracting type is going to fix it, so we have to go back and work it 
all the way through. It takes a lot of things to go right. 

Things that have been challenges in the past is when programs 
have come forward—we talked about Future Combat Systems—and 
don’t measure up, yet the Department approves it and submits it 
for funding, and then it gets funding. We are actually reinforcing 
some of the things that we don’t want to happen. 

So for us to capitalize on this opportunity that we have now, the 
key thing to sustain momentum is we have got to make sure our 
money decisions reinforce the practices and principles that we are 
espousing today. That is the most important thing for us. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:50 Mar 17, 2011 Jkt 065007 PO 00000 Frm 00003 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 E:\HR\OC\A007P2.XXX A007P2E
m

cd
on

al
d 

on
 D

S
K

2B
S

O
Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

E
A

R
IN

G



4 

That is all I have to say in the beginning. We would be glad to 
answer any questions. 

[The statement of Mr. Francis follows:] 
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AIR FORCE REFUELING TANKER 

Mr. MURTHA. You go into some detail about the programs that 
have been overturned. For instance, you have got the refueling 
tanker. We have gone through this over and over and over again. 
What was the basic problem in overturning the tanker RFP? 

Mr. FRANCIS. Okay, I will turn to Mr. Golden on the bid protest. 

TANKER AWARD PROTEST 

Mr. GOLDEN. In our written testimony, we identified six or seven 
major programs which were protested, and those cases were sus-
tained. One of the common threads, I think, in all of them if you 
analyze it, is a situation where the agency sets out in their request 
for proposals certain ground rules, promises that they have made 
to the vendors. The vendors propose to those requirements. Ulti-
mately, for reasons from our record we can’t divine, the agency 
doesn’t evaluate proposals consistent with those ground rules. 

TRICARE PROTEST 

Some of the explanation may be with respect to requirements. 
But one of the examples we are talking about was TRICARE. In 
both TRICARE cases, where we sustained the protest and found in 
favor of the protester, there was a common issue and it involved 
how to evaluate the network provider discounts, which are dis-
counts that the vendor negotiates. The company that ultimately 
gets the contract negotiates with doctors and the hospitals, and 
those discounts result in a lower overall health care cost. 

The agency basically promised to evaluate the network provider 
discount—which was a way to evaluate the savings—but had dif-
ficulty doing it and ultimately didn’t really follow through in what 
they had promised in the solicitation. I am not sure why that hap-
pened, but clearly from an acquisition planning standpoint, it 
seems to me you have got to make a decision about what you are 
going to do with something like that. 

It is savings, and it is therefore something you want to consider. 
You have got to figure out where to consider it. Let people know, 
let the companies know where you are going to evaluate it so they 
can address it in their proposal. And then you have got to evaluate 
it and follow through. 

One of the reasons we sustained the protests and sent them back 
to the agency to take corrective action was to force it to determine 
how to evaluate that. 

DEVELOPMENT CONCURRENT WITH PRODUCTION 

Mr. MURTHA. You gave me some examples before the hearing 
started about programs where they started the production at the 
same time they started the research. Explain that to the committee 
and explain what we can do as a committee where we provide all 
the funding, so that doesn’t happen in the future. 

Mr. FRANCIS. Certainly. I think the examples we talked about, 
Mr. Chairman, were the B–1 bomber, going back a long time; the 
VH–71 Presidential helicopter and the littoral combat ship. I think 
in all three cases the Department of Defense made the start of de-
velopment and the start of production decisions the same day. 
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That is not a strategy for any program that requires develop-
ment, by which I mean engineering and testing and proving out. 
It is not something that can work, because you can’t work on a pro-
duction design when you don’t know if the basic design works. In 
the B–1, everything got done on time, but we had to do a lot of 
work afterward to bring that aircraft up to snuff. The VH–71 never 
was able to deliver, and there were a lot of requirements, increases, 
over/time, but it was not executable from the start even if there 
hadn’t been any increases. 

The littoral combat ship the same way. When it got started, the 
yards that the contracts were awarded to didn’t have any design 
capability. Yet the ship had to be designed and built at the same 
time. Not an executable strategy. 

REQUIREMENT FOR TRAINED PEOPLE 

So getting to your question of what can we do about it, one, we 
have got to make sure the Department has the people with the 
technical skills who can recognize those requirements that are 
unachievable. 

You can do something like this as long as you are not developing 
a system. An example we have talked about was the MRAP vehi-
cles. 

If they are off the shelf, you can go into production pretty quick-
ly. But if you have to develop them, you have to develop first, then 
produce. So the Department needs the people to make sure that 
when programs are brought forth, that those schedules are execut-
able. 

I think on your part, the obligation would be if they bring some-
thing forward that isn’t ready, then you have to say no to the fund-
ing. 

PRESIDENTIAL HELICOPTER 

Mr. MURTHA. So if they come forward with a plan where they are 
going to research it and produce it at the same time, we should 
say, ‘‘Wait a minute, you research it first.’’ Always the problem we 
run into at the Defense Department, they have to have it now, 
there is this policy decision by the Defense Department, it is a na-
tional security issue. 

But we can deal with that. There are enough instances where it 
has cost so much more money, it hasn’t worked out—and the VH– 
71 is a perfect example of that; if we stop at 22 aircraft as an ex-
ample, where we had to stop it for a while, how do we measure 
that? We ask you guys to look at it or how do we measure when 
they come forward with both? 

I mean, our budget is $636 billion. You know, you lose sight. The 
VH–71, I admit I lost sight of the thing. I didn’t realize it was esca-
lating so much until somebody told me it was going to cost $500 
million apiece. So how do we watch that? 

KEY MILESTONE DECISIONS 

Mr. FRANCIS. There are a couple of things, Mr. Chairman. Right 
now because of the legislation that has been passed over the past 
couple of years, there are two key milestone points in any kind of 
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a developmental acquisition. I won’t get into the details, but the 
milestone A and the milestone B decisions are key program start 
decisions. And the Department of Defense must now offer to the 
Congress certifications that certain things are done at those mile-
stones. So that is one thing, to make sure those are done. 

The next thing is, anytime there is a new start proposed in the 
budget, that has got to get flagged and it has got to get reviewed, 
particularly on the Hill. And I think I would hold the Under Sec-
retary of Defense for AT&L accountable for doing all the things 
they need to do for bringing that forward for funding. 

In the meantime, we look at all major acquisitions once a year 
in an annual report that we prepare for you. So we are keeping 
tabs on everything. And then we are in a position for individual 
programs where you want us to do detail work. We can put a team 
on that. So I think there are enough mechanisms out there to cap-
ture these programs. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Frelinghuysen. 

ACQUISITION WORKFORCE PERSPECTIVE 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. From the outset you said that among the 
three of you, you have 100 years of experience. So I assume you 
have been involved in, shall we say, the life cycle of going up and 
down. Could you put a little more meat on the bones in terms of 
what did the landscape looked like when you first joined the ranks 
of those that you head up now where we are working—you sort of 
mentioned, were there 300,000 or 400,000 people, both military and 
civilian that had these responsibilities? 

I remember reinventing government and as we go from adminis-
tration to administration, everybody tries to put their mark on it. 
Now we are into sort of a direct hire mode, you know, more people 
that you need that are government employees. What was the pic-
ture like, let us say, 30 years ago? Because then you have to map 
it to far more complicated military equipment platforms. You point 
out it is about 150,000. 

What did it look like, let us say, 30 years ago? 
Mr. FRANCIS. I think when you go back in time you did see a 

larger government workforce. And some things that you did see 
particularly was in the area of developmental testing, where the 
Department of Defense had a very big developmental test organiza-
tion. And then when you did work in individual program offices, 
the military and civilian personnel there actually directly managed 
a lot of the testing and engineering. 

If you look in the Navy, the Navy was design—— 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. And this is at a time, obviously, when we 

had a lot more military installations. This was sort of preBRAC, 
right? 

Mr. FRANCIS. Yes. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Where, you know every State had some sort 

of an arsenal or a depot; is that correct? 
Mr. FRANCIS. That is correct. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. So you had quite a different landscape. 
Mr. FRANCIS. It was, and there were a lot more programs, I 

think, at that time. But, for example, the Navy was designing its 
own ships. It would come up with the design by the naval archi-
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tects, and then the yards would build to the designs. So over time 
we have made decisions through reinventing government and so 
forth to off-load. 

COST OF OUT-SOURCING ACQUISITION 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. But not to irritate anybody. But to some ex-
tent if you closed down whatever was out there 30 years ago in the 
way of depots and different types of R&D facilities, you would have 
to call upon somebody to do that type of design and testing work; 
is that correct? 

Mr. FRANCIS. Sure. The other thing that was going on was the 
belief that contracting out these functions would be less expensive 
than doing them in-house, so the thought was that it would be 
cheaper. 

I think the data supported that for the first 10 or 15 years, but 
we found in the last 5 years, when we have looked at a particular 
case, we found that now contracting out can be more expensive 
than doing it in-house. 

But we can’t go back to those days. We can’t pull all that back 
in. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Most of that military-industrial complex is 
not there, either in our hands or even in the hands of many of the 
contractors that are doing the types of reviews that they have been 
doing; is that correct? 

Mr. FRANCIS. That is right. So I think we are looking at a reality 
where we will have a blended workforce. We will have a mixture 
of contractor and government personnel. The question is where 
does the government really need to have its people to manage that 
kind of workforce? 

FREQUENCY OF PROTESTS 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Just one question. There is a public percep-
tion, we are lay people here, that there seem to be more protests 
than there used to be. Is that public perception correct or is it be-
cause—what’s going on out there? I know sometimes people plan 
to protest even before anything is done. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Well, I am not sure of that, but the protest num-
bers have been up the last 2 years. About 50 percent of the in-
crease is related to expanded jurisdiction that we received with re-
spect to task-order procurements. And we talk about the landscape 
change; in the mid-1990s, the government authorized IDIQs, In-
definite Delivery, Indefinite Quantity, multiple-award contracting, 
a more efficient method of contracting. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The government being, for example, us or 
our predecessors? 

Mr. GOLDEN. That was part of the trade-off, I think, for the re-
duction in personnel that the Chairman was referring to before. 

But as a result, GAO lost jurisdiction of protests of task orders. 
That has now been restored because a lot of money went through 
the task orders in the last 4 or 5 years. And the jurisdiction has 
been restored for 3 years with a sunset provision. But that is a 
change. That accounts for virtually 50 percent of the increase in 
protests. 
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But having said that, the protests last year went up 10 percent, 
and the year before went up about 10 or 12 percent. 

Before that, the numbers were down from the mid-1990s when 
there were, say, 3,000 protests. It is really at historical lows, rel-
atively. I can explain a little bit why there were more protests then 
but it had to do with lack of debriefings and some other reasons 
which Congress fixed. Debriefings actually provided more informa-
tion to the companies. They had less reason to protest, so it 
worked. 

But the rise is partly driven by the expanded jurisdiction that we 
have. 

Now, I will qualify also that the cases the Committee identified 
involve high contract values. And, frankly, I can remember in mid- 
1990s, we had our first $1 billion procurement, the Army radar 
procurement, and I didn’t see one for another 7 years or 8 years. 
Now we seem to be hitting a billion dollars more often than that. 

That is due to the nature of what the government is buying, the 
way they are procuring, the types of things, the bundling. So it is 
not unusual, but that is what we are seeing and those are the ones 
that we identified for the committee. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

BALANCE BETWEEN DIRECT HIRE AND CONTRACT EMPLOYEES 

Mr. MURTHA. I got the impression that there was a balance that 
you see between direct hires and contractors. Do we know what 
that balance is? 

Mr. FRANCIS. We don’t, Mr. Chairman. I don’t think it is strictly 
numbers; I think it is skill sets and then roles. And I don’t think 
the Department knows that yet either. 

Mr. MURTHA. So you said earlier, one of the problems with con-
tractors is they come and go, versus the direct hires; they gain ex-
perience and there is more stability. Is that accurate? 

Mr. FRANCIS. I think that is accurate for civilian personnel. I 
think the military personnel rotate pretty frequently through the 
acquisition workforce. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Visclosky. 

WORK FORCE SIZE AND SKILLS 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Now, on the issue of 
the size of the contracting force in your 2008 report, you talked 
about DOD’s efforts to increase their in-house personnel by 20,000 
in 2015. Would you want to comment, is that the right number, is 
it in the ballpark, and how are they proceeding? And the Chairman 
alluded to the skill sets, I believe, and your response did. Are the 
skills commensurate as opposed to just filling slots? Getting back 
to the balance, is that a good number? 

Mr. FRANCIS. It is hard to say. I think there is a consensus, if 
you look at the studies, including the Gansler Commission, that the 
number needs to be higher. But what number is the right one, I 
don’t know. The more difficult question is where do those 20,000 
people go? And that is where we found the data that the Depart-
ment has just isn’t going to tell the Department where to make 
those investments. So I don’t see where they have a good plan at 
this point for where to invest those people. 
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I think on the one hand, you would want a really good inventory, 
but that could take years to do. I think the Department has to do 
enough analysis to find out what is really hurting it now. So, for 
example, I might suggest in program offices for really complex ac-
quisitions, that might be a place where you want to look right away 
and do a skill set analysis there and then decide how much of that 
20,000 to invest in those program offices. But I don’t think the De-
partment is in a position to know that right now. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. What analysis did they base that number on in 
2008 or prior to that; do you know? 

Mr. FRANCIS. I don’t know. 
Mr. WOODS. I am not real-sure where that number comes from 

either, except I think there is some desire in terms of the mix of 
contractor versus in-house personnel to return to a number that ex-
isted in the early 2,000s, to bring it back to the ratio that existed 
perhaps 10 years ago. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Do you have a sense they are having success at 
matching up those skills? You talk about radar systems and things. 
If I was a contract officer, I would be dangerous. People with the 
requisite technical skills and business skills, are those matching up 
from your analysis today? 

Mr. FRANCIS. I think the Department is just beginning to do 
that. We don’t have any independent analysis right now to know 
how well they are doing the matching, but our understanding is 
they are just in the beginning stages of trying to decide that. And 
the Defense Acquisition University is playing a lead role in that. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. One last question. Then it is my generic sense 
that they do need additional people in-house before we start appro-
priating money for 2011. What are the best steps we can take to 
figure out a good solid number for 2011 with the commensurate 
skill sets? 

Mr. FRANCIS. I think you would, one, have to press the Depart-
ment on how it is going to go about the plan of hiring those people 
and what skill sets. Then you might think about what problems 
you think are most pressing that the Committee faces. So, for ex-
ample, we are talking about weapons system cost growth and use 
of contract types. So you might think about cost estimating. 

For example, the Department, because of acquisition reform leg-
islation, just created a new position, Director of Cost Analysis and 
Program Evaluation. They set up a new office, Director of Develop-
ment, Tests and Evaluation, and an Office of Director for Systems 
Engineering, all really important skill sets. 

So I think perhaps the first question is are those offices going to 
be adequately supported with new people? 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Gentlemen, thank you. Mr. Chairman, thank 
you. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Kingston. 

AWARD FEES 

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Francis, the GAO estimates that the DoD can save are those 

offices over $450 million a year, just in 2011 alone, by limiting sec-
ond chances at award fees. Can you explain that to me? 
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Mr. WOODS. Do you mind if I take that? Sure, first of all, award 
fee contracting is a device to motivate excellent and superior con-
tractor performance where the agency will decide on a base fee, 
often relatively low, such as 1 or 2 percent of estimated contract 
value, and then to incentivize good contractor performance, they 
will add a percentage on top of that, perhaps 5, 6, 7 percent, to re-
sult in a total fee. 

We started some work a few years ago to take a look at how that 
award fee process was really working, and we were not pleased 
with what we found. 

We found that officials were not tying those awards to actual 
performance; in other words, providing the award amount, even 
though performance by the contractor was not excellent but only 
merely satisfactory, or, in some cases, even unsatisfactory perform-
ance, and the contractor was still earning the award fee. 

AWARD FEE ROLLOVER 

Mr. KINGSTON. But there is an OMB guideline on it—— 
Mr. WOODS. We have seen a series of improvements over the 

years since we started this work. And you mentioned the $450 mil-
lion figure; let me identify what that is. That deals with the issues 
of rollover. 

Rollover involves a situation where the government might decide 
not to grant the award fee in a given period because the contrac-
tor’s performance didn’t measure up to expectations; but they 
would allow, in a subsequent period, the contractor to earn that 
fee. So they would roll it over to a subsequent evaluation period, 
and a lot of people questioned whether that was really an effective 
mechanism. 

Now we have a regulation, an interim regulation issued by the 
administration, which prohibits the use of rollover. 

In our latest report on award fees, where we looked at DoD, we 
did identify that the Department, just on the eight contracts that 
we looked at, could have saved that $400 million. 

Mr. KINGSTON. So has that then been addressed, or should this 
Committee put in some report language or something in the bill 
saying that we need to continue this? 

Mr. WOODS. I think on that issue of rollover that we have 
reached a resolution of that with the new regulation, the interim 
regulation issued by the administration. 

Mr. KINGSTON. But the fee system as a general rule still is a pro-
ductive incentive when used properly? 

Mr. WOODS. Absolutely it is, yes, sir. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Dicks. 
Mr. DICKS. No questions at this time. 
Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Moran. 

INHERENTLY GOVERNMENTAL FUNCTIONS 

Mr. MORAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If we are going to 
achieve that, the kind of balance that has been referenced, it seems 
to me the first step is to determine what is an inherently govern-
mental function and what is not. There has been some rough as-
sumption that we would know it if we looked at it. But DoD, for 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:50 Mar 17, 2011 Jkt 065007 PO 00000 Frm 00036 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6602 E:\HR\OC\A007P2.XXX A007P2E
m

cd
on

al
d 

on
 D

S
K

2B
S

O
Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

E
A

R
IN

G



37 

example, has contractors as the lead system integrator for ballistic 
missiles or the future combat system. It seems to me that is an in-
herently governmental function, which ought not to be performed 
by a contractor. 

For a lot of the cost estimating for a contract, contractors ought 
not be estimating what the government should be charging contrac-
tors. We have even read about situations where contractors were 
evaluating the bids of other contractors. So we have gone much too 
far in terms of what kinds of functions have been contracted. 

Now, it seems to me that one of the things that the sub-
committee has emphasized is, it is time, not just for DoD, but gov-
ernmentwide, for OMB to step in and give us a clearer definition 
of what is an inherently governmental function. 

Now, I get the sense that some of that is up to the program man-
ager, and that is not good either because we have inconsistent poli-
cies which aren’t even fair to the contractors. 

But I would like to know if you feel that OMB has made a rea-
sonable effort or any effort in terms of better defining what is an 
inherently governmental function. 

Mr. FRANCIS. Well, I am going to ask Mr. Woods to comment on 
that. But I would say there is pretty good guidance on inherently 
governmental. I think an area we find of increasing concern, how-
ever, is an area called closely supporting inherently governmental, 
which is a gray area which is not being very well managed. 

LEAD SYSTEM INTEGRATORS 

Mr. Moran, you brought up a lead system integrator, which real-
ly is a category in and of itself. We have seen that in the Army, 
we have seen it in missile defense, we have seen it in the Deep 
Water acquisition, we have even seen it in one of the Navy acquisi-
tions. And we haven’t seen it work yet. 

So regardless of what the definition is of inherently govern-
mental, I think when an acquisition is proposed using a lead sys-
tem integrator, it is almost saying right up front the government 
doesn’t have the capacity to manage this program. That is a red 
flag right at the beginning. I don’t think it means don’t do it. But 
if the government is trying to do something it can’t manage, that 
is a risky project right off the start. 

Mr. MORAN. The taxpayers are at risk as a result, I would as-
sume. So in the absence of clear definitions in the areas that I 
think we would assume common sense would say this ought to be 
done by the government, it appears that they are taking the most 
simplistic approach and, for example, to in-source it, pulling back 
some of these functions. 

It appears that much of it is just on the basis of cost comparison. 
Of course, if that is the case, then you miss a lot. You miss ele-
ments of quality, of experience, various skill sets and so on. But 
isn’t it true that much of the in-sourcing that is now being done 
to achieve that balance just seems to be on the basis of cost com-
parison rather than the ability to perform the mission most effec-
tively? 

Mr. WOODS. Do you mind if I take that? 
Mr. FRANCIS. Sure, go ahead. 
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IN-SOURCING ACQUISITION FUNCTIONS 

Mr. WOODS. We are still in, the early stages of in-sourcing. That 
is a term that is of recent vintage. The Department of Defense, 
largely at the urging of the Congress, has been reviewing activities 
that it could possibly bring back in-house through in-sourcing. Cost 
is one issue, but there are many, many other issues that have to 
factor in there, expertise being one of the primary factors. But cost 
is on the list, but not a high priority item for in-sourcing. 

ACQUISITION WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT FUND 

Mr. MORAN. Well, are they using that acquisition workforce de-
velopment fund? That would enable us to better make these kinds 
of decisions. There is 700 million dollars in there. 

Mr. WOODS. That was an initiative that the Congress passed a 
couple of years ago to actually create a funding stream to improve 
the contract workforce—the in-house government contracting gov-
ernment workforce. 

We have an effort underway in response to a congressional man-
date to look at how the Department of Defense is using that fund. 
We look forward to reporting on that sometime this year. 

Mr. FRANCIS. Mr. Moran, I think you raise a very good question. 
Even with the 20,000 positions, that would not be enough to re-
place all of the contractor people. So the government really has to 
look at those as investments. The government has to be really judi-
cious about what highly leveraged positions it puts those people in 
and it just can’t be a cost comparison. 

FEDERAL ACQUISITION WORKFORCE SKILLS 

Mr. MORAN. DOD needs to give us a better sense of what skill 
sets they really need. It is not just the numbers and the dollars, 
but we need to know where they are best needed. DOD needs to 
understand that, so they can use effectively the additional re-
sources provided. 

You need to move on to other members, Mr. Chairman, tut 
thanks for having this hearing. This is a terribly important hear-
ing. Thank you. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Rogers. 

LEAD SYSTEMS INTEGRATORS 

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, gentle-
men, for being here. 

Back to the management of these large programs, the lead sys-
tems integrator, did I hear you say that you have not found an in-
stance where the lead system integrator project worked? 

Mr. FRANCIS. That is correct. In every case that I am familiar 
with, the government decided to abandon that approach. 

Mr. WOODS. That is true, not only with respect to the Depart-
ment of Defense, but also in other agencies where we review the 
use of that concept like the Department of Homeland Security and 
its Secure Border Initiative and the Coast Guard’s Deep Water pro-
gram are also examples where it has not worked out as expected. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, I was going to bring those two up because I 
am familiar somewhat with them, more than others. 
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What drives the government to go that route in the first place, 
the lead system? 

Mr. FRANCIS. I will use the Future Combat Systems as an exam-
ple. That was a case where what the Army wanted to do was ex-
tremely ambitious, technically. It also was trying to cut across its 
own organizational stovepipes, and it felt it did not have the people 
to manage that kind of a project with those skill sets. 

So it went to a lead system integrator in the belief that the lead 
system integrator would have the skills and be able to do the con-
tract management needed to bring in the entire project. 

But I will go back to what I had said in the beginning, that the 
government was starting off with something it knew it couldn’t 
manage, and so the lead system integrator was thought to be 
bringing something the government didn’t have. But I think that 
is at the crux of what we are talking about. If those are the things 
the government wants to do, it should have the workforce to do 
them. 

Mr. ROGERS. Yet the workforce is shrinking, correct? 
Mr. FRANCIS. Certainly it has shrunk absolutely, and then rel-

atively, to the volume of business. 
Mr. ROGERS. Well, in the case of the border contract and Deep 

Water, Coast Guard; am I correct that the lead systems integrator 
in one or both of those cases also was a subcontractor, a contractor 
for services; is that correct? 

Mr. WOODS. They did a substantial amount of the work. For ex-
ample, in the Deep Water program, both of the contractors that 
formed the joint team that served as the lead systems integrator 
also got work—production work under that contract as well. 

Mr. ROGERS. Is there a conflict of interest there? 
Mr. WOODS. One could argue that there might be. There are pro-

visions in place to prevent organizational conflicts of interest. Cer-
tainly the agencies in both of those instances would tell you that 
they reviewed and paid careful attention to the possibility that con-
tractors may be favoring their own designs, their own capabilities, 
as opposed to others. 

Mr. ROGERS. Surely not. Surely not. 
Mr. MORAN. That would be wrong. 
Mr. FRANCIS. Mr. Rogers, on the Future Combat System, they 

did try to set that lead system integrator up differently, where they 
went to a contractor, Boeing, whom in the beginning they pre-
vented, precluded from winning any subcontracts or winning any-
thing in production. So the idea was that Boeing was to be a devel-
oper but not a producer. Now, over time, the Army got away from 
that strategy, but up front they did recognize the organizational 
conflict of interest. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, are we still using lead systems integrators? 
Mr. FRANCIS. I don’t know of any projects right now where there 

is a lead system integrator. 
Mr. WOODS. Nor do I. In fact, the Congress enacted legislation 

to greatly curtail the use of lead systems integrators a couple of 
years ago. 

Mr. ROGERS. Do we need to do anything in this bill? 
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Mr. FRANCIS. I don’t think so. I don’t know of any projects that 
are operating that way. As I think Mr. Woods said, the legislation 
kicks in in 2011; am I correct? 

Mr. WOODS. There are already prohibitions in place for new 
starts using the lead systems integrator. 

Mr. MURTHA. The time of the gentleman has expired. Let me an-
nounce to the committee there are three or four votes. There will 
be a 15-minute vote, which always takes a half hour. We will ad-
journ when it gets down to 100, vote for two or three, and then 
come back. 

I think this is so important, I think it is necessary to come back 
if you folks have the time. We will be gone about 15 or 20 minutes. 
We will adjourn and come right back when it gets down to 100, to 
give you some time after that. 

Ms. Kaptur. 

COST OF FEDERAL VERSUS CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome, gentlemen. 
Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding this hearing. I am a mem-

ber of the Budget Committee, and we were struggling this morning 
with how to put the accounts of this Nation back in order. In look-
ing at each department, I am struck by the fact that—how impor-
tant Defense is, obviously; and by the authorization, Defense Au-
thorization Act of 2008, the Department has to report back to Con-
gress on various contracts that it has and the activities that it is 
performing. 

The only department that has reported back to us, according to 
the information I have, is Army, where one of the lessons they have 
learned, they say, is on average to take total cost of a Federal civil-
ian employee as opposed to a contractor. The cost is $44,000 less 
costly. That is just one person, $44,000. 

When I look at page 13 of your report, you have a very instruc-
tive chart where you show the number, the share of programs that 
DoD administers in acquisition—in the acquisition unit, with cost 
growth of over 25 percent more than originally projected. Forty, 
over 40 percent every single year. That is nearly half. When one 
looks at the costs associated with that, they are staggering. 

Then you have a line there on total acquisition cost growth from 
2003 going up from $183 billion to $296.4 billion. My question real-
ly is, if you look at the whole Department and what has happened 
with Defense spending, if we want to establish some fiscal rigor 
within this budget, how much could we save by in-sourcing? What 
is the whole? 

If Navy and if Air Force hadn’t reported back to us, if we don’t 
have accurate figures on contractors in the two war zones in which 
we are engaged, their costs versus costs of regular force, what data 
do you have that could instruct us as to how large this number po-
tentially is of outsourcing versus in-sourcing? 

Mr. FRANCIS. Very hard to say, Ms. Kaptur. I have seen the 
$44,000 number. When we have done individual analyses we have 
found it is 25 percent cheaper to bring on a government person to 
do the job versus a contractor, which wasn’t always the case. 

Now the question becomes, Does that scale up? In other words, 
could you bring in a government workforce at those savings? I 
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think a lot of that would depend on what skill sets you are looking 
at. 

But I wonder—I think in the near term, when we expanded the 
contractor workforce, we did so by government people being hired 
by the contractors. So I have wondered personally. If you look at 
somebody who was working for DoD making $130,000 a year, then 
they retire, and if the government pays a pension, say, of $100,000 
a year, and they work for a contractor and for the government to 
hire that contractor back, it is $200,000 a year. Now the govern-
ment is paying the $200,000 plus the pension, $300,000 for some-
body that used to cost them $130,000. 

So it hasn’t been a good deal. But I don’t know how to scale that 
up, to be honest with you, and say how much of that we possibly 
could save. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I just want to say that is my major 
concern. With the importance of the Defense budget as a percent 
of the entire Federal budget, it seems to me that we should be ask-
ing DoD to help get us these numbers so that we can make better 
choices here. 

Mr. MURTHA. Well, if you remember, Ms. Kaptur, he said it 
would probably take 2 years to find out where the contractors are, 
what we need. 

I remember in Iraq we couldn’t find out how many for months 
and months. The Under Secretary couldn’t figure it out. No, this 
is a real problem. 

I don’t even know where the 44,000 came from, because you have 
got people who are service contractors, who, you know, deliver, cut 
grass and things like that, versus somebody that is highly skilled. 
So I guess it is an average between each of them. 

Mr. FRANCIS. Right. It is. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. 

UNDEFINITIZED CONTRACTS 

Mr. ROTHMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for your 
service, gentlemen. Thank you for being here. 

Undefinitized contracts. This memo says that as of October 2009, 
the DoD had 429 contracts that were undefinitized. Do you think 
that is an appropriate number? Do you think the DoD overutilizes 
these kinds of contracts? 

Mr. FRANCIS. I will ask Mr. Woods. 
Mr. WOODS. First of all, just for everyone’s benefit, an 

undefinitized contract action is merely a technique, a mechanism, 
that an agency is permitted to use, not just DoD, but across gov-
ernment, when they are not in a position to fully define all of the 
terms and conditions of a contract but they need to move forward 
anyway. So they will enter into an agreement with the contractor 
without all of the details, including price, fully spelled out. 

Mr. ROTHMAN. Do you think, though, that given all of the dis-
appointments that everyone acknowledges, in terms of cost over-
runs and time delays, that undefinitized contracts with regards to 
DoD have been utilized properly, excessively, underutilized? 

Mr. WOODS. What we have found is that based on the controls 
that are in place, they are required by regulation to definitize those 
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undefinitized actions within 180 days. We find very, very often they 
fail to measure up to that. They are permitted to—— 

Mr. MURTHA. How can we assure that it falls within the 180 
days? 

Mr. WOODS. How can we be sure? 
Mr. MURTHA. Yes, how can this Committee be sure? 
Mr. WOODS. Not sure. We can think about that and give you 

some guidance if you wish. But that requirement has been in place 
for a while. And every time we have looked at their use of 
undefinitized contract actions we consistently find that they fail to 
hit that. 

COST GROWTH OF PRESIDENTIAL HELICOPTER 

Mr. ROTHMAN. I won’t pursue that because my Chairman has 
just asked the definitive question, and frankly we need you to come 
up with the answer. 

Also following up with something that the Chairman alluded to 
earlier, just for my edification, the explosion of costs on the Presi-
dent’s helicopter, the President’s future helicopter. How does some-
thing like that happen? How does it spin so wildly out of control? 

Mr. FRANCIS. No pun intended. 
Mr. ROTHMAN. No pun intended. We hope ours would spin under 

control, though. 
Mr. FRANCIS. I think it goes back to signing a contract when you 

don’t know enough. So I don’t think the requirements and cost had 
any realism brought to them. So when we started the program, we 
had really no legitimate idea of how much that was going to cost. 
When the contractor got into it—— 

Mr. ROTHMAN. I apologize for interrupting because I know my 
time is limited. But are we going to make sure that doesn’t happen 
again? 

Mr. FRANCIS. Yes. There have been actions taken so that doesn’t 
happen again, in terms of putting more people in place, more proc-
esses, the acquisition reform. But it is not a guarantee. So, again, 
when it comes here, you have to be looking at these things to see 
if they measure up to those principles. 

Mr. ROTHMAN. Okay. But the lesson learned would be we don’t 
allow carte blanche to the designers and the contractors to come up 
with something and guarantee we are going to pay for it. 

Mr. FRANCIS. Right. There is a place to do that, and that is in 
science and technology. So you expect experimentation, discovery. 
Do it there. But when we go to a contract for a program, we need 
confidence. 

ACQUISITION OF UAVS 

Mr. ROTHMAN. Finally, real fast, UAVs and Predators. Is there 
any reason why any theater should not have as many Predators 
and UAVs at they want after all these years? 

Mr. FRANCIS. I think there is no operational reason they 
shouldn’t, other than you have to manage the airspace. 

Mr. ROTHMAN. But in terms of acquisition? 
Mr. FRANCIS. In terms of numbers, I think we should be giving 

the warfighter what they need. Part of the problem is there are 
now three variants of that aircraft, and the services are all pur-
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suing different ones. DOD could do something more consolidated 
and get more aircraft out there for less money. 

Mr. MURTHA. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. Dicks. 

SOLE-SOURCE CONTRACTS 

Mr. DICKS. Let me ask you about sole-source contracts. Are we 
supposed to have these in here today? They would have caught me 
at the door—how often or how seldom do we use sole-source con-
tracts? 

Mr. WOODS. I don’t have a precise number on that. It is a per-
mitted technique. The overwhelming number of contract actions 
and contract dollars are awarded competitively every year. But 
there are circumstances where for a variety of reasons, urgency or 
other reasons, the Congress has provided in legislation that sole 
source contracts are permitted. 

Mr. MURTHA. What is the largest sole-source contract ever 
awarded? 

Mr. WOODS. I am not sure I know that, sir. 
Mr. MURTHA. Will you find out for us? 
Mr. FRANCIS. Okay, we will do that. 
[The information follows:] 
Response to Mr. Dicks’ question: How often or how seldom does the government 

use sole source contracts? 
According to information available in the Federal Procurement Data System-Next 

Generation and USA Spending.gov, about 68 percent of obligations were under con-
tracts awarded competitively in fiscal year 2009. Of this amount, about 10 percent 
of obligations were under contracts awarded competitively where only one bid was 
received. 

Response to Mr. Murtha’s question: What is the largest sole source-contract? 
According to fiscal year 2008 obligations reported in the Federal Procurement 

Data System-Next Generation (FPDS–NG), the largest non-competitive contract was 
awarded by the Army’s Tank and Automotive Command (TACOM) to AM General 
for HMMWVs in November 2000. $4.2 billion was obligated under this contract in 
fiscal year 2008, and $14.3 billion has been obligated over the life of the contract, 
based on the latest available information in FPDS–NG. 

Mr. DICKS. You could have a sole-source contract and still do a 
should-cost analysis so that the government is protected. 

Mr. WOODS. Absolutely. And they are required to do that. If they 
don’t have market forces at work that are providing some assur-
ance that the price you pay is a reasonable price, they are required 
in most instances to get cost or pricing data and to do a very, very 
detailed analysis of what it is costing the contractor to produce the 
item, so that the government has some assurance that what it is 
paying is a fair price. 

Mr. DICKS. The contractor can help in this regard by allowing 
transparency into their cost structure, right? 

Mr. WOODS. Not only can they help, they are required to help. 
They are required to produce that data for the government’s anal-
ysis. 

PROGRAM MANAGERS 

Mr. DICKS. I won’t go any further. Just laying the groundwork, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Now, we have been doing this for many years, okay, having these 
hearings. I can remember the retired generals of the Air Force had 
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their acquisition. Doesn’t it get down to people, the quality of the 
program managers? I mean, you almost—every good program, you 
finally have had a good program manager; there has been good peo-
ple at the contractor, they have had good management of the sub-
contractors. 

Then when you see a program that fails, normally the govern-
ment had bad oversight and the program managers for the compa-
nies weren’t very good and the subcontractors fail. I think a lot of 
this gets down to the quality of the people. 

And when we kind of diminish the value of people who were— 
I can remember the Chairman of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee, on the floor of the House, calling these, the acquisition peo-
ple, ‘‘shoppers.’’ He said these people are nothing but shoppers, and 
went ahead and cut 50 percent of the people out of the acquisition 
program in the 1990s. 

You know, to me, now we are still trying to recover from that, 
to get the people back, make sure they are well trained. What do 
you think? It says a lot about the people and the training of these 
people and the experience of the people that are running these in-
dividual programs. 

Mr. FRANCIS. I would agree completely. In fact, even though GA 
is a critic and we find a lot of fault with programs, when we get 
in the program offices we generally find the people are outstanding. 

So I think you are exactly right. The people have to be high qual-
ity. 

And the second thing, Mr. Dicks, is we have to put them in a po-
sition to succeed. So a lot of times we take excellent people and we 
deal them a bad hand. So I don’t think there was any program 
manager who could have made the Presidential helicopter succeed. 
Yet we put great people in those positions, and my concern in the 
long run is we grind them up, and you wonder why they would stay 
in the position. 

Mr. WOODS. Could I add one thing to that? You mention quality 
o the people and that is absolutely correct; but it is also people 
with tenure. And what we found is that even good people are being 
moved around at a rate—— 

Mr. MURTHA. We are going to have to recess for about 15 min-
utes. They have got 80 people that haven’t voted. 

[Recess.] 

COST ESTIMATES 

Mr. DICKS [presiding]. The Committee will come to order. The 
Committee will resume. On these cost estimates that we were talk-
ing about, you said that they are required to do these. This is done 
by the CAIG, the Cost Analysis Improvement Group, is that what 
they call it. 

Mr. FRANCIS. Yes. 
Mr. DICKS. But is this just on the major weapons systems or is 

it on everything? 
Mr. FRANCIS. There are independent cost estimates done on all 

weapons systems, but only the really big ones are done independ-
ently by the Cost Analysis Improvement Group. The other ones are 
done by the services, so the Army would have its own independent 
cost estimate, for example. 
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Mr. DICKS. How accurate have these things been over the years? 
Mr. FRANCIS. Well, the independent estimates are more accurate 

than the program office estimate, but we find they all underesti-
mate by a significant amount. So even if every cost estimate 
aligned with the CAIG estimate, we would still have overruns. 

COST OVERRUNS 

Mr. DICKS. And what are the major causes of the overruns? 
Mr. FRANCIS. I would say, Mr. Dicks, some of the things that we 

talked about in the beginning: not knowing enough about the ac-
quisition, not knowing enough about the technology and the sys-
tems engineering to make an informed cost estimate. And when 
you don’t have the information, then you are more or less suscep-
tible to optimistic assumptions. So I don’t think it is discoveries 
that were unanticipated that occurred suddenly in the program. I 
think it is reality playing out. 

Mr. DICKS. A lot of times, do the departments just understate, 
knowing full well they only have so much money to go into the 
budget, and they are trying to make the budget fit with all the var-
ious systems? It is wishful thinking. It has to be, right? Isn’t that 
part of this problem? 

Mr. FRANCIS. I remember years ago talking to John Betti, who 
was one of the first undersecretaries of AT&L. And he said, in his 
view, programs didn’t necessarily know a number was going to be 
X and then subtract from it. But he said many cost estimates are 
based on the hope of hitting seven home runs in the bottom of the 
ninth, very unlikely. But that pressure is there. And what we find 
is our budget process makes amends for that once a program is un-
derway. 

Now, we have seen a couple of examples, Armed Reconnaissance 
Helicopter is one, where the unit cost was established by taking 
what the money was in the budget and dividing it by the number 
of units, and that is what we said the unit cost was. We have seen 
some instances of that. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Bishop. 

PAST PERFORMANCE INFORMATION RETRIEVAL SYSTEM 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. I apologize. Has the question been asked 
about the Past Performance Information Retrieval System? 

Mr. FRANCIS. No, it hasn’t. 
Mr. WOODS. Not today. 
Mr. BISHOP. The history of prior performance obviously helps to 

inform contract award decisions, and that information is generally 
made available through the Past Performance Information Re-
trieval System. And your reviews of past solicitations indicate that 
factors other than past performance, such as technical approach or 
cost were the primary factors in awarding the contract, in making 
the decisions. And I understand that the doubts about the accuracy 
of the historical information and the difficulties in linking that past 
performance to specific new acquisitions causes the agencies to be 
reluctant to rely too much on past performance. 

So what I would like to know is what your assessment is of the 
utilization of that Past Performance Information Retrieval System 
and what actions DoD can take to improve the utility of it in the 
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selection process, and whether or not funding is a function of that, 
if lack of discipline is a function of it. And how do you assure that 
contracting officers and managers enter the contract performance 
information correctly and in a timely manner into that information 
system? 

Mr. WOODS. Sure. Let me respond to that if I can. We issued a 
report in April of last year that touched on a number of the issues 
that you’ve talked about. It is extremely important to have a good 
past performance information system because when we don’t have 
a system that contracting officers can rely on, they are not going 
to use past performance as a discriminator in picking contractors. 
And what we were told is that the hallmark of a good past per-
formance system is it has to be documented, the past performance 
has to be relevant, and the information has to be reliable. And in 
all three of those areas there were shortcomings, shortfalls in that 
information which led contracting officers to downplay the signifi-
cance of past performance. 

Of the causes that you mentioned, I would say lack of discipline 
is critical. There was a requirement for documenting past perform-
ance, where contracting officers were required to go into the system 
after the completion of a contract and make judgments and assess-
ments about how well the contractor did. And we found time after 
time those assessments were simply not done, particularly, when 
contractors performed on orders issued under the General Services 
Administration schedule program, which is for commodities and for 
commercial items and that sort of thing. The contractor officers 
were failing to enter that information into the system. There has 
to be more discipline in the system in order for it to work. 

Mr. BISHOP. How do you assure that, that discipline? 
Mr. WOODS. That has been an issue across the board. In some 

cases, it is workload where contracting officers need to get on to 
the next award so that wrapping up the paperwork on the prior 
contract doesn’t have the same priority as moving on to the next 
award. We have got to find a way to instill that discipline into ev-
erybody in the system. 

Mr. BISHOP. You think, it is workload, then that has to work do 
with the acquisition workforce and the contract officers, the num-
ber of them, and the additional 10- to 11,000 that we are trying 
to put in place. 

Mr. WOODS. That would help. It would help to have more people 
to share the ever increasing workload that we have seen. If we had 
more people doing those functions that would go a long way to eas-
ing some of that workload burden. 

Mr. BISHOP. Do we have contractors performing those functions 
now? 

Mr. WOODS. We have contractors that are supporting the acquisi-
tion function. 

Mr. BISHOP. No, no, I mean doing the past performance evalua-
tions. 

Mr. WOODS. We didn’t see contractors actually doing those as-
sessments, but we saw contractors that were heavily engaged in 
various support functions at contract offices, and that caused us 
some concern. 
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Mr. BISHOP. So obviously, if we reduce the number of contractors 
and had that in-sourced, we could save a tremendous amount of 
money? 

Mr. WOODS. Well, if we had more people doing the acquisition 
function on the government side and a more manageable workload, 
we would see greater attention paid to some of these details like 
completing the past performance information system assessments. 

Mr. BISHOP. By the way, with regard to downsizing, making gov-
ernment smaller, that philosophy, when it comes to contracting and 
acquisition, in the Department of Defense, that has a reverse ben-
efit in terms of not helping us efficiently and effectively manage 
the taxpayers’ dollars. 

Mr. WOODS. There were definitely some down sides to that 
downsizing of the workforce. You are right. 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Hinchey. 

OMB CIRCULAR A–76 

Mr. HINCHEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As you know, there has 
been a lot of concern here about the Department of Defense use of 
the OMB circular A–76 process. And thanks to the chairman’s lead-
ership, we were able to include in the fiscal year 2010 defense ap-
propriations bill a provision which effectively suspended the A–76 
studies that started during the previous administration. So it is my 
understanding that now, all but two of those A–76 studies have 
been eliminated, been cancelled except for two that remain in the 
Navy. And I was just wondering if you could tell us what would 
be the process of those two that are remaining. Are they going to 
be cancelled? Does the Navy intend to finish those A–76 operations 
at some time in the near future, or do we know? 

Mr. WOODS. We certainly can’t speak to the Navy’s intention 
with respect to those two. A couple of points though. One is, we 
have looked at that A–76 process over the course of many years, 
and we have identified a number of problems with how that is 
working. One of the problems is the lack of good data about the 
system. For example, you mentioned two remaining studies. We re-
cently went into that system and found that there were actually 
seven that were in progress. The two that you mentioned in the 
Navy were included. But whether it is two or whether it is seven, 
DoD is going to have to make some decisions about what to do with 
those. Anecdotally, we can tell you that when we talked to the folks 
over at DoD, they haven’t quite figured that one out yet. 

As you point out, there is legislation in the appropriations bill, 
and there also are various provisions in the defense authorization 
bill that speak to the issue about completing ongoing studies within 
a set period of time, about providing reports to the Congress on 
how they plan to approach the issue of outsourcing as well as in- 
sourcing. And frankly, they are still trying to match up all of those 
requirements and figure out where they stand with respect to spe-
cific ongoing studies. 

Mr. HINCHEY. So you think that is the situation. They are not 
really certain where they are or what they want to do. 

Mr. WOODS. Just anecdotally, from our discussion, they tell us 
that they are still looking at and figuring out what to do. 
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Mr. HINCHEY. I can understand that. The seven that you said, 
where are they? 

Mr. WOODS. I am not sure of the exact locations. Three of them 
were in the Army, two were Navy. And this is a system called the 
defense commercial activities management information system, and 
it is available to folks that need to manage this process. 

Mr. HINCHEY. Okay. On this issue a little bit further, the GAO 
issued two reports back in 2008, one for the Forest Service, one for 
the Labor Department. They were highly critical of the A–76 proc-
ess, essentially saying that the costs of conducting the A–76 studies 
were understated, and that the savings that were alleged were 
overstated. GAO also offered a series of recommendations for re-
forming that A–76 process. So can you tell us, is it correct that the 
A–76 problems GAO identified and the recommendations that were 
put forth for reforms, that was offered by GAO are relevant for 
other agencies, including the Department of Defense? Or only the 
Department of Defense? 

Mr. WOODS. The recommendations that we made in the two in-
stances that you cited were specific to those particular agencies. 
But the problems that we found are by no means confined to those 
two agencies, and DoD is probably one of the best examples. They 
have the most experience of any other agency in conducting A–76 
studies. They have been at it longer. Most of our work, frankly, 
over the course of the last couple of decades looking at the imple-
mentation of the A–76 process has been at the Department of De-
fense. So there is no question that they have lots of experience, but 
we have also identified lots of issues there as well. 

Mr. HINCHEY. If the Department of Defense does, in fact, try to 
jump start those two A–76 studies after this suspension expires, if 
they do that, try to jump start that after the suspension expires, 
is there any indication that the Department of Defense will have 
corrected the problems that the GAO identified and that they will 
have begun at least to implement the reforms that were rec-
ommended by GAO prior to the award decisions? 

Mr. WOODS. The suspensions that you are referring to I don’t 
think were as a result of GAO recommendations. They were as a 
result of the legislation that the Congress enacted that told them 
they have to suspend A–76 activity. So it wasn’t that we identified 
specific problems that needed to be corrected. It was that there was 
a prohibition on moving forward. 

Mr. HINCHEY. It was the overall circumstances of that situation 
that were dealt with basically. 

Mr. WOODS. Well, there are a couple of issues at play. One is the 
departmentwide bar on moving forward with A–76 studies. But 
there has also been some isolated instances where Mike and his 
team have identified flaws in specific studies, and made rec-
ommendations on how best to move forward, if they can, with 
those. 

Mr. HINCHEY. What is your assessment, basically of the future 
of this? What is likely to happen? Do you have any idea? 

Mr. WOODS. Well, Congress has been pretty direct over the 
course of the last couple of years, whether it is the authorizers or 
the appropriators, in making it very difficult for agencies to move 
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forward, not just at defense but at agencies across the Federal Gov-
ernment. 

Mr. HINCHEY. Okay. Well, thank you very much. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Frelinghuysen. 

HISTORY OF A–76 PROCESS 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. A–76 has been around for a long time. How 
long has it been around? 

Mr. WOODS. I believe since the mid 50s. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. And how long have you been weighing in 

on the A–76 process? And I am sure it is since not 1950, but—— 
Mr. WOODS. Well, my memory does not go back that far, but 

probably in the 1960s and 1970s, DoD was moving forward for ex-
ample, at the depots. The workload between the in-house depot 
workforce and contractors has always been an issue about what the 
right allocation is of workforce, and as long as that debate has been 
going on we have been in there providing oversight. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Part of it was to make sure that the work 
force was concentrating on what was actually important. 

Mr. WOODS. Absolutely. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. And somehow we got away from that. I 

know we are not going back to A–76 because people want to hire 
up people and promises have been made. But overall when it was 
initially rolled out and I have been around in government for a 
long time, people saw some pretty positive effects from it. So it is 
not an all-negative history. Would you agree? 

Mr. WOODS. It is not all negative history. And, in fact, the Con-
gress asked GAO to chair a panel looking at the A–76 process back 
in 2001, and GAO spent a year doing that. We pulled in folks from 
all sides of the debate, from the unions, from the administration, 
from industry, and that is the story that we heard, that it is not 
all negative. There are positive aspects to that. It does force the 
government to sharpen its pencil and it forces contractors to sharp-
en their pencil when they have to compete for the work. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Well, that is sort of what the GAO is all 
about isn’t it, sharpening the pencil, taking a look? 

Mr. WOODS. We want to see the best bang for the buck, yes, sir. 

SKILL SETS NEEDED IN THE FEDERAL ACQUISITION WORKFORCE 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Francis, you said earlier that we don’t 
know what gaps there are. You referred to, either in response to 
Chairman Murtha or maybe in your general comments in Depart-
ment of Defense work force. Could you sort of elaborate a little 
more on that. 

Mr. FRANCIS. Sure. We have done some work to show that the 
Department of Defense does not know what skill sets it really 
needs in its acquisition workforce. And our understanding right 
now of the in-sourcing of the 20,000 people that will take place 
through 2015 is the department is inventorying what it has, look-
ing at its current skill sets, where it has the work—— 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Are they actually doing it or have they 
outsourced a group to do it? I mean, I don’t mean to be totally face-
tious here, but in reality, sometimes people are so busy over there 
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doing what they are doing relative to the war they might well turn 
it over to somebody to do it. 

Mr. FRANCIS. I don’t know but I will hope that—— 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Might be good to get an answer from you 

on that. 
Mr. FRANCIS. Yes. Okay. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. So the gap issue. 
Mr. FRANCIS. Yes. So they are working first on what they have 

now. The hard part is the normative, where do they need to be. 
And they haven’t identified the skill sets they really need to have. 
So you need both pieces, where we are and what we need to be to 
identify those gaps. They are not there. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. So you have gaps. We had somebody testify 
in here that it is difficult to find young men and women who are 
willing to go into, I won’t say your line of work, but, you know, ei-
ther to serve the military or to serve the military in a civilian ca-
pacity because they can do a lot better working at some other job. 
So they have not identified the skill sets they need, you are saying? 

Mr. FRANCIS. Yes, that is correct. 

TIME LINE FOR HIRING ADDITIONAL ACQUISITION PERSONNEL 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. And so what would you anticipate would be 
the time period for them to be able to do that? Assuming they can 
incentivize these people to, shall we say, join up. 

Mr. FRANCIS. Yes, they say they are going to bring the people in 
by 2015. I am not sure what a good number is, but you’d like to 
think they’d want to start doing that as soon as possible. So I 
would say, a reasonable period would be within a year they ought 
to be able to start identifying where they really need people. And 
speaking from experience at our own agency, we are getting a lot 
of people applying for positions. I would say 200 to one. For every 
vacancy there might be 200 applications. So I actually think very 
positively about the government’s ability to attract good people. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. This is like our intelligence agencies who 
are now hearing because the economy is so poor so many people 
are out of work that they are getting a flood of applications. You 
don’t think there will be any deficits in this area. 

Mr. FRANCIS. I think the supply of talent is pretty good. And I 
think the economy is one thing, but we noticed in our agency, post– 
9/11, a lot more people want to do public service. So my prognos-
tication would be optimistic. 

WEB SITE FOR HIRING 

Mr. DICKS. Would the gentleman yield on that point? I happened 
to be involved in something in my State, and it was a company 
working with Lockheed, and one of the ways they hire these people 
is through a Web site. Are you familiar with this? The Defense De-
partment now I am talking about. 

Mr. FRANCIS. Yes. 
Mr. DICKS. So if they get into a competition on who’s going to do 

the website, how expensive it is, if they don’t get this Web site set 
up, nobody gets hired. I mean, I think there is a huge number of 
jobs, probably in the acquisition area that are just not, nothing’s 
happening. Do you have any evidence to that? 
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Mr. FRANCIS. We have got anecdotal evidence on how difficult it 
is, if you will, to try to work through a Web site like that and then 
how quickly the government can respond and going through appli-
cations and then setting up interviews. So the government has 
technically been slower in doing that than private industry. 

Mr. DICKS. And just so I can get another point on the A–76. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. And of course we need to know who they 

are hiring up. I mean, obviously you just can’t hire anybody up. 
You can get people planted in there. 

Mr. DICKS. But the situation here was that the company that 
was going to do the website got into a big dispute with OPM, the 
Office of Personnel Management and the Department, and it didn’t 
happen. So instead of being set up and starting to bring people in 
for interviews, it went on for a year or so. So I am worried about 
the way they are handling this. You would think that the Defense 
Department would bring these people in and interview them. But 
instead they do it through a Web site. And if the website doesn’t 
get set up you don’t get the people. 

A–76 POST AWARD AUDIT 

So that is worrisome to me. On the A–76, I agree with what has 
been said earlier, that there was a positive aspect of this. Now, way 
back, maybe 20 years ago, I put language in that said you would 
have to have a post audit on A–76. So if something was contracted 
out, then, a year or so afterwards, you’d go back and audit again 
when they started to renew these things to see if, in fact, you kept 
the prices down or did they start to escalate. 

And somehow this thing got knocked out at some point in the 
process. But I think, on the A–76, something like that, where you 
have a post contract audit to see whether, in fact, you achieved the 
savings you wanted or not. If you are going to do A–76 you’ve got 
to have something like that or else they’ll bid low, get the work 
away from the government, and then they’ll start increasing the 
cost of this in the out years. I yield back. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I yield back. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Moran. 

OUTSOURCING QUOTAS 

Mr. MORAN. Norm, you bring up a history that I think many of 
us have been involved in. One of the things that happened during 
the Bush administration, it wasn’t just DoD, it was Interior De-
partment, you will recall, that there were quotas given to man-
agers, and that they would get a green light if they outsourced a 
certain percentage of their work force. And then they’d get a yellow 
light or a red light if they didn’t and so on. The problem was it was 
a cookie cutter approach. Some missions are more inherently gov-
ernmental than others. But there was this attitude that a certain 
percentage of your work force, whatever, that whatever skills and 
whatever the mission is, we want you to contract out. And so it was 
done in kind of a willy nilly fashion, it appeared. And so the Con-
gress, I think it was a bipartisan vote, just put it into it. Now, we 
are in a situation where outsourcing, contracting out, we think, has 
gone too far in many agencies, particularly defense, and so now we 
want to do some more in-sourcing. 
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HIRING CONTRACTORS TO BE FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 

Unfortunately, some of the initial reports I am getting is that, 
again, in some cases it is being done in an arbitrary fashion and 
there are some contracts, for example, where the contractor has in-
vested a great deal of capital, has trained their personnel, has ac-
quired quite a fair amount of experience, and has been judged to 
have been effective in carrying out the mission, but the program 
manager, wanting to comply with this new approach, goes in, hires 
the people that the contractor has trained, pulls them back into the 
government, pays them as much as they can, of course, but the em-
ployees have no option because they are told we are going to close 
down this program; we are bringing it in house. If you want to 
keep your job, you become a Federal employee. 

And we are bringing you on. So they bring on almost everybody, 
but you know, the top manager or whoever is the—representing the 
contractor. That doesn’t seem fair either. And it doesn’t recognize 
the investment that some of the better contractors have clearly 
made in meeting the mission of the agency. 

So I want to get your reaction to that. Is this just anecdotal, or 
does this seem to also be taking place from your perspective and 
looking at the contracting community? 

Mr. FRANCIS. Well, Mr. Moran, I haven’t heard of that particular 
instance where the government might be taking employees back 
from a contractor. 

Mr. MORAN. I have got dozens of examples that I have been told. 
Mr. FRANCIS. Okay. But you raise a very good point, because 

what we have been talking about the past 20 years is the pen-
dulum swinging one way to out source. We don’t just want the pen-
dulum to swing back to in source. It has to be thoughtful, and I 
think the guiding principle has to be what is in the best interests 
of the government. So it can’t just be a numbers game. So the in-
stances that you describe, these are things the government has to 
be thoughtful about because just taking what you said, you raised 
the question, is it in the government’s best interest to reverse that? 

Mr. MORAN. Yeah. Now, let me ask you—— 
Mr. DICKS. Would you yield just for a second. 
Mr. MORAN. Yeah, sure. 
Mr. DICKS. The thing that worries me is that the government 

could abuse its power here. This is what I saw in this website deal. 
This company, a small little company from Tacoma, Washington, 
spent a couple of million dollars getting ready to do this Web site, 
to hire, to bring all these people in. And they had already done it 
for the forest service down in Albuquerque, New Mexico and done 
it very successfully. But they got into a big to-do with the Federal 
agencies, and all of a sudden they cancelled. They just cancelled it. 
And so nobody gets hired. Nothing happens, and the government, 
I think, has abused this company. And I don’t know what their re-
course is, maybe a lawsuit or something. But again, we are not get-
ting the people hired, we are not getting the work done. 

So I am concerned about this too and I am sympathetic with 
what the gentleman’s saying because I had this example and it was 
very painful for this small company. 
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Mr. MORAN. And lawsuits take forever and the government can 
outlast any private contractor. 

Mr. DICKS. Right. 

STUDY OF INSOURCING 

Mr. MORAN. Let me now ask you about the study that DOD has 
done, maybe it is GAO has done it of DOD, in terms of the imple-
mentation of this in-sourcing initiative. I understand that there is 
a study that is ready. I don’t know whether it is finalized. I don’t 
think we have seen it on the subcommittee, but I would like to 
know what the status of it is and what is the content of it. 

Mr. WOODS. The latest that we have seen, sir, is a December 
2009 report. 

Mr. MORAN. That is pretty timely. 
Mr. WOODS. It is a report by DOD. The House of Representatives 

required DOD to report on the status of their in-sourcing initia-
tives. We have seen that report. We haven’t thoroughly analyzed 
all of its contents, but we are trying to stay as close as we can to 
that issue. 

Mr. MORAN. Well, do you know, since you have seen it, what does 
it say just roughly? 

Mr. WOODS. What I drew from it is they are trying to focus first 
on those positions that are inherently governmental, that never 
should have been contracted out in the first place. Secondly, they 
want to focus on positions that may not be in the inherently gov-
ernmental arena, but are, nevertheless, critically important to keep 
in house to enable the government to have capacity to carry out its 
functions. And then thirdly, cost, to focus on areas where the gov-
ernment could save money by in-sourcing certain positions. 

Mr. MORAN. Does our staff have a copy of that? 
[CLERK’S NOTE.—The report is printed at the end of the hearing.] 
Mr. WOODS. We will certainly get that to the Committee. We will 

get that in PDF format and send it up. 
Mr. FRANCIS. It has got some of our writing on it, is that okay? 

CONTRACT AWARD PROTESTS 

Mr. MORAN. All the better. As long as it is not profane or any-
thing. One other question, Mr. Chair, if I could. One of the things 
that has troubled me, and it has been brought to my attention as 
well in this general area, is that when a smaller contractor wins 
a contract on the basis of, you know, quality, or oftentimes innova-
tion, using new technology, they can do it less expensively, and 
they claim more effectively, they win the contract. 

If they win it against a larger contractor who was either bidding 
or has been the incumbent bidder, that contractor, if they are large 
enough, they have a whole division of litigators, so they automati-
cally protest, knowing that the smaller contractor can only go so 
far in terms of litigating these protests and, oftentimes, will have 
to drop out, and then, in some cases, the larger contractors just 
bought them up or, you know, they will subcontract with you, we 
keep the profit, you do the work. And this is the best you can get. 
I know that has happened. Are there many examples of that, or is 
this just an aberration that I have seen more than once? 
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Mr. GOLDEN. From my standpoint in the protest area, we do get 
incumbents who protest to hold onto the contract. 

Mr. MORAN. There are some that protest automatically. 
Mr. GOLDEN. I can’t say that. If you look through our database 

you’d see names of a wide variety. You wouldn’t see that many re-
peats. There are companies that you would see repeating. But I 
don’t think it is clear cut that that is going on, although I have to 
admit I have heard that once or twice as well, that a larger com-
pany just files a protest and they are hoping the small busi-
nesses—— 

Mr. MORAN. Well, there are some who are notorious among the 
industry. 

Mr. GOLDEN. And the small businesses obviously don’t have the 
same resources, but, on the other hand, the small businesses do 
have a tot of preferences, set asides, rules that help protect them 
and safeguard them in the Federal procurement system as well, 
which does help. But from our standpoint and obviously, from a 
protest standpoint, we haven’t studied this. It is not something we 
necessarily know about. But I think ultimately, companies protest 
because it is in their interest, but they are also concerned about 
suing the customer. And it is something they think about before 
they protest because it does have implications ultimately on their 
relationship with the agencies, and so I think there’s some balance. 
And I think the system is rational in that sense, at least I hope 
so. 

Mr. MORAN. Okay. 
Mr. DICKS. Any other questions? 
Mr. HINCHEY. Just one brief one. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Hinchey. 

INCREASE IN CONTRACTS FOR SERVICES 

Mr. HINCHEY. Just about 10 months ago, you did a report about 
goods and services and the amount of money that was being spent 
on goods and services and how, since 2001 to then, it had gone up 
by almost $400 billion. I think the number was $388 billion. Was 
there an analysis as to what was causing that? Was it regarded as 
being significant? Was there any indication that that wasn’t the 
only area where that cost had gone up so substantially? Were there 
other indications of anything similar to that? 

Mr. WOODS. The biggest growth area we are seeing is services. 
Mr. HINCHEY. Goods and services? 
Mr. WOODS. The numbers that we always cite are total goods 

and services. But the differences that we are seeing over the course 
of 10, 15 years is the significant increase in services. That is where 
we are seeing most of the growth. 

Mr. HINCHEY. Significant increase in services? 
Mr. WOODS. Absolutely, sir. It used to be that not many years 

ago the government bought mostly hardware items and not serv-
ices, and now we have seen that trend reverse where well over 60 
percent of what the government buys is services and the rest are 
hardware items. 
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INCREASE IN CONTRACTING WORKLOAD 

Mr. HINCHEY. The report said the number of government per-
sonnel remained the same in spite of the fact of that increase. 

Mr. WOODS. That is right. And that causes a couple of problems. 
Number one is we have seen the number of contract actions, just 
the workload that they have to handle go up in the face of a rel-
atively stable workforce. But secondly, the complexity of those ac-
quisitions has increased because buying services is more difficult 
than buying hardware. On hardware items you’ve got a list of spec-
ifications, and it is relatively easy, or at least easier than buying 
services. Where you are trying to define the outcome that you are 
trying to achieve, to establish metrics for how you are going to 
measure the contractor’s performance, it is much more difficult 
than buying goods. 

Mr. FRANCIS. I am trying to remember which year it was, but in 
that data, at some point in the past few years, the amount of 
money we spent on services began to exceed what we spent on 
weapons. So the Department’s major acquisitions are services. 

Mr. HINCHEY. Well, that is interesting. I, mean, it is interesting 
that the amount of money that is being spent on it has gone up 
so much and what those services are would be an interesting piece 
of information. Why is that cost going up so much? 

Mr. FRANCIS. Well, a fair amount of it is to build the capacity we 
needed for the near term operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. So 
a lot of that has been subcontracted. I think there’s been a large 
growth in the LOGCAP contract. So a lot has been to augment the 
government’s capacity to handle current operations. 

HIRING CONTRACTOR PERSONNEL AS FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 

Mr. HINCHEY. Is there some progress being made to convert the 
kind of contractor personnel to government service? 

Mr. WOODS. Well, there is the in-sourcing initiative that we have 
talked about where the Congress has directed agencies to, first of 
all, do inventories of their contractors to know what the contractor 
workforce is; and then secondly, to use those inventories to make 
the kinds of decisions you are talking about, of how many of those, 
if any, can we bring back in house. 

Mr. HINCHEY. Okay. Thank you very much. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Frelinghuysen? All right. The Committee will 

stand adjourned. And we appreciate your testimony. We appreciate 
your good work. 

[CLERK’S NOTE.—Questions submitted by Mr. Murtha and the an-
swers thereto follow:] 

UNDEFINITIZED CONTRACTS 

Question. To meet urgent needs, the Department of Defense can authorize con-
tractors to begin work and incur costs before reaching a final agreement on the con-
tract terms and conditions—known as undefinitized contract actions (UCAs), or let-
ter contracts. As of October 2009, the Department of Defense had 429 contracts that 
were undefinitized. This type of contracting may not be in the best interests of the 
taxpayer since the contractors lack incentives to control costs while the contract is 
being definitized. 

• In your experience, does the benefit of starting work sooner outweigh the loss 
of control experienced in a UCA? 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:50 Mar 17, 2011 Jkt 065007 PO 00000 Frm 00055 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6621 E:\HR\OC\A007P2.XXX A007P2E
m

cd
on

al
d 

on
 D

S
K

2B
S

O
Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

E
A

R
IN

G



56 

1 GAO, Defense Contracting: DOD Has Enhanced Insight into Undefinitized Contract Action 
Use, but Management at Local Commands Needs Improvement, GA0–10–299 (Washington, 
D.C.: January 28, 2010). 

Answer. In some circumstances, a UCA is needed to meet an urgent need; in those 
cases, the benefits of starting work sooner may be in DOD’s best interest (if appro-
priate attention is paid to definitizing as soon as practicable). However, based on 
some of the contract actions we have reviewed, it is not clear that DoD is using 
UCAs only in urgent situations. In some cases, UCAs may have been avoided with 
better acquisition planning. Further, we found that work is not always done sooner, 
as had been anticipated under the justification for a UCA. For example, in one case 
we reviewed, during the 13-month undefinitized period the contractor incurred costs 
equal to 2.4 percent of the total not-to-exceed amount, compared to the 50 percent 
obligated at award. In another case, permission was granted to obligate 100 percent 
of the not-to-exceed amount at award, however the contractor incurred costs of only 
slightly more than 1 percent of the not-to-exceed amount during the 11-month 
undefinitized period. 

Question. 
• Does the shortage of contracting officers within the DoD impact the Depart-

ment’s ability to definitize UCAs? 
Answers. Contracting officers have pointed to numerous reasons for delays in 

definitization, and shortages in the acquisition work force are certainly among them. 
Contracting officers cite their heavy workloads, stating that once the UCA is award-
ed, they must turn to other pressing needs rather than going through the 
definitization process. They have also cited shortfalls in the government’s ability to 
perform price analysis of contractor proposals. Other reasons cited for delays in de-
finitizing UCAs include 

• untimely or inadequate contractor proposals, 
• the program offices’ changing requirements (either because the requirement 
was not adequately described when the UCA was awarded or was subsequently 
changed after award), which leads contractors to revise their proposals, and 
• delays in obtaining necessary audits of contractors’ proposed pricing struc-
ture. 

Question. 
• For cost type contracts, does DOD have a policy that encourages contracting of-

ficers to reduce fees when UCAs are not definitized in a timely manner, and thus 
unknowns become known and risk is lessened? 

Answer. DoD does have a policy requiring contracting officers to consider any re-
duced cost risk to the contractor for costs incurred during contractor performance 
before negotiating the final price. While there may be a requirement to consider re-
duced costs risks and make an adjustment in the profit or fee, if necessary, GAO 
recently reported that in about half the definitized UCAs we reviewed (both cost 
type and fixed price contracts)—34 of 66—contracting officers did not document con-
sideration of any reduced cost risk to the contractor during the undefinitized period 
when establishing profit or fee negotiation objectives.1 For the 12 cost-plus-award 
fee contracts included in this review, we did not see any evidence in the contract 
files that there was any consideration of reduced cost risk. GAO noted that defense 
regulations do not provide a procedure for how to consider any reduced cost risk for 
cost-plus-award-fee type contracts and recommended the Secretary of Defense revise 
the defense federal acquisition regulation supplement (DFARS) to provide specific 
guidance on how to perform an assessment of any reduced cost risk for profit or fee 
during the undefinitized period for cost-plus-award-fee UCAs. DOD agreed with this 
recommendation and plans to revise the DFARS Procedures, Guidance, and Instruc-
tion to provide specific guidance on how to perform an assessment of any reduced 
cost risk during the undefinitized period for cost-plus-award-fee UCAs. 

DEFINITIZATION PERIODS AND OBLIGATION AMOUNTS ON UNDEFINITIZED CONTRACT 
ACTIONS 

Question. The Federal Acquisition Regulation states that undefinitized contract 
actions (UCAs) should be definitized within 180 days of signing the UCA or before 
completion of 40 percent of the work to be performed, whichever occurs first. How-
ever, many of these contracts are not definitized within the required 180 day time 
period. In some cases years have passed with still no definitization and oftentimes 
funds are obligated in excess of the limits normally allowed. 

• What can be done to address these issues? 
Answer. GAO found that leadership emphasis and management insight into and 

oversight of the use of UCAs can be an important tool. DoD centralized reporting 
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is a good step for senior leaders to gain an understanding of the extent to which 
UCAs are being used and when they are being definitized. GAO reported in 2007, 
that DoD does not track whether it meets the Federal Acquisition Regulation re-
quirement to definitize letter contracts (one type of UCA) before 40 percent of the 
work is complete. To improve oversight of UCAs, GAO recommended at that time 
that the Secretary of Defense issue guidance to program and contracting officials on 
how to comply with the FAR requirement to definitize when 40 percent of the work 
is complete. DoD has proposed an amendment to the Defense Federal Acquisition 
Regulation Supplement (Case 2007–D011) to clarify that DoD letter contracts will 
be definitized using the DFARS procedures (before 180 days or prior to 50 percent 
or more of the not-to-exceed amount is obligated) applicable to all other 
undefinitized contract actions. The rule was still pending as of January 21, 2010. 

SUSTAINED CONTRACT PROTESTS 

Question. It appears to this Committee that the number of sustained contract pro-
tests has increased in recent years. While certainly fair and equitable to the losing 
contractor, sustained protests have the effect of disrupting the fielding of critical 
weapons systems both in terms of cost and schedule. 

• In your review and adjudication of acquisition contract protests, have you found 
a common thread or theme in the Department’s awarding of these contracts that 
have caused the protests to be sustained? 

Answer. Generally, our Office sustains a relatively small number of protests a 
year. Last year, government wide, we sustained 18% of the fully developed protests 
that we decided on the merits. For DOD, in FY 2009, we sustained 12% of the fully 
developed merit cases. The percentage of sustains decreases significantly if all pro-
tests filed, including the ones that are dismissed before a decision is issued, are 
counted. This means that agencies generally are doing a good job in conducting their 
procurements. However, there are areas where we continue to see errors being 
made. These include instances where agencies do not follow the ground rules of the 
competition set forth in the solicitation; do not adequately document their evalua-
tions; hold misleading or inadequate discussions; or conduct the competition in a 
manner that is inconsistent among offerors. I should note that these errors exist 
across the government; no one agency or department experiences problems signifi-
cantly more than others. 

Question. 
• Is there any one cause that you have seen that seems more common when re-

viewing these acquisition contract protests? 
Answer. The one ground that appears to seem more common in GAO decisions, 

including the DoD procurements identified in the written testimony, is where the 
agency has not followed, or has misapplied, the ground rules for the competition as 
stated in the solicitation. Again, this observation applies to civilian as well as de-
fense acquisitions protested. 

INVENTORY OF CONTRACT SERVICES 

Question. The law (10 U.S.C. 2330, Section 807 of the 2008 National Defense Au-
thorization Act, and codified in 10 U.S.C. 2330a) requires the Secretary of Defense 
to submit to Congress (and make available to the public) an annual inventory of ac-
tivities performed pursuant to contracts for services. The Department of the Army 
promptly complied. The Army examined (and continues to examine) the inventory 
of contracted services and has discovered inherently governmental functions which 
had been contracted out, and is now in the process of in sourcing these functions. 
One of the lessons learned thus far by the Army is that on average to total cost 
(pay and benefits) of a federal civilian is $44,000 less costly than a contractor. The 
Navy and Air Force supplied the inventory of contracted services in August of 2009 
and do not appear to have attempted to ascertain the inherently governmental func-
tions being performed by contractors. The Defense Agencies have yet to comply with 
the law to supply an inventory of contracted services. 

• What is your assessment of DoD’s efforts to inventory contracted services and 
identify functions which are inherently governmental? 

Answer. We assessed the methodologies used by the Departments of the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force to compile service contract inventories for fiscal year 2008 and 
reported in January 2010 (GAO–10–350R) that the methodologies used by the mili-
tary departments differed in key ways, including how each identified service con-
tracts, which categories of services were included, and how each determined the 
number of contractor full-time equivalents. Further, we reported that all three of 
the military departments’ inventories were missing data. We noted that the dif-
ferences in each of the methodologies make comparisons across the military depart-
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2 GAO, Defense Acquisitions: Managing Risk to Achieve Better Outcomes, GAO–10–374T 
(Washington, D.C.: Jan. 20, 2010). 

3 GAO, Department of Defense: Additional Actions and Data Are Needed to Effectively Man-
age and Oversee DOD’s Acquisition Workforce, GAO–09–342 (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 25, 2009). 

ments difficult and that DOD currently has an effort underway to develop a new, 
more consistent approach for compiling future inventories. We did not assess the 
methodologies used by the defense agencies to compile the inventories that the Of-
fice of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology sub-
mitted in September 2009, nor did we assess DOD’s efforts to use the fiscal year 
2008 inventories to identify inherently governmental functions. Section 803 of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010 requires GAO to continue 
to report on DOD’s service contract inventories in 2010, 2011, and 2012. 

SIZE OF THE ACQUISITION CONTRACTING WORKFORCE 

Question. The Department of Defense downsized the acquisition contracting work-
force for many years without ensuring that it retained an adequate in-house work-
force with the specific skills and competencies needed to accomplish the acquisition 
contracting mission. The DoD plans to more rigorously oversee additional hiring and 
to improve retention. In the Spring of 2008, the GAO reported on the Department’s 
plans to convert 11,000 contractor personnel to government positions, and hire an 
additional 9,000 government personnel by 2015. 

• Please assess the utility of the authority in Section 832 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act, 2010, which provides for the use of certain unobligated balances 
to assist recruitment and retention of the DoD acquisition workforce. 

Answer. We have not evaluated the utility of the authorities provided in Section 
832 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010. We do note, 
however, that in order for such funds to be expended wisely, decisions on how and 
where that money should be spent need to be informed by data and analyses. As 
discussed in our testimony 2 and our March 2009 report,3 DOD lacks key data and 
analyses on its acquisition workforce that could be used to inform such decisions 
and how best to focus resources on where the greatest benefits are expected. 

CONTRACT MANAGEMENT PERSONNEL 

Question. The Department of Defense’s acquisition contracting workforce is losing 
many of its most talented and experienced personnel to retirement. In some cases 
the personnel that remain do not match up well with the types of major acquisition 
programs to be contracted. 

• What is your evaluation of the personnel management effort in the DoD to find, 
recruit, hire, and develop the needed acquisition contracting professionals? 

Answer. According to DOD, its contracting workforce grew by almost 6 percent 
from fiscal year 2008 to the end of fiscal year 2009. DOD has announced plans to 
further grow its contracting workforce over the next 5 years. 

However, as we reported in March 2009, DOD lacks critical information in several 
areas necessary to assess, manage, and oversee its acquisition workforce, including 
those responsible for contracting, and ensure that its workforce is sufficient—both 
in numbers and skill sets—to meet DOD’s current and future needs. We noted that 
DOD and the military services had a number of initiatives underway to respond to 
legislative requirements aimed at improving the management and oversight of its 
workforce, including developing data and processes to more fully assess the work-
force. However, it was too early at that time to determine the extent to which these 
efforts will improve management and oversight of the workforce, but we questioned 
whether DOD would have the information necessary to assess and oversee the ac-
quisition workforce. 

GAO is currently conducting a mandated review of the nature and efficacy of the 
acquisition workforce’s training. The results of that review are expected by October 
2010. Additionally, once DOD issues its human capital plan for its acquisition work-
force, GAO will initiate a mandated review of that plan, which is to include recruit-
ing and retention goals and specific strategies for developing and training the work-
force. That review is to be completed 180 days after the plan’s submission. These 
reviews will provide additional information regarding DOD’s efforts to find, recruit, 
hire, and develop contracting professionals. 

Question. 
• Are certification requirements rigorously enforced in the DoD? 
Answer. We have not assessed DOD’s enforcement of certification requirements or 

whether the acquisition workforce is achieving the appropriate levels of certifi-
cations. Our mandated reviews of DOD’s training for the acquisition workforce and 
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the human capital plan for that workforce should provide additional insights regard-
ing certification. 

Question. 
• As private contractors increasingly are intertwined into the work that federal 

military and civilian personnel perform in managing acquisition contracts, how can 
the Department ensure these private contractors have adequate skills to meet the 
demands of the work? 

Answer. As we reported in March 2009, DOD has not collected departmentwide 
data on contractor personnel supporting the acquisition function, either in terms of 
their number or skill sets. While DOD has efforts underway to collect information 
on the number of contractor personnel supporting the acquisition function and to 
assess the competency of its government workforce, these efforts will not provide in-
formation on contractors’ skills sets or detailed information on the services they per-
form to support the acquisition function. In response to our March 2009 rec-
ommendation that it collect data, such as that related to skill sets and functions 
performed, on contractor personnel supporting the acquisition function, DOD agreed 
that such data are needed but stated that establishing a contractual requirement 
to capture more detailed information on its contractor workforce would need to be 
carefully considered. Until DOD begins to collect and analyze data on the contractor 
workforce supporting the acquisition function, it is not clear how the Department 
can ensure that private contractors have the necessary skills to meet the demands 
of the work. 

It should also be noted that DOD has not determined as a whole what skills its 
total acquisition workforce—both government and contractor—need to meet the de-
mands of the work both currently and in the near future. It is only by identifying 
its needs and conducting a thorough gap analysis of what it currently has versus 
what it needs that DOD can determine the appropriate size, composition, and skill 
set of its acquisition workforce. 

Question. 
• How do you rate the Department’s acquisition contracting work force in achiev-

ing the appropriate levels of skill certification? 
Answer. We have not assessed DOD’s enforcement of certification requirements or 

whether the acquisition workforce is achieving the appropriate levels of certifi-
cations. Our mandated reviews of DOD’s training for the acquisition workforce and 
the human capital plan for that workforce should provide additional insights regard-
ing certification. 

IMPROVEMENTS IN THE ACQUISITION CONTRACTING WORKFORCE 

In a March 2009 report, the Government Accountability Office noted that since 
2001, the amount contracted for goods and services had more than doubled to $388 
billion but the number of government acquisition personnel was approximately sta-
ble. The Department of Defense (DoD) has begun an effort to strengthen the acquisi-
tion workforce by converting 11,000 contractors to government positions in the near 
term, and by hiring an additional 9,000 Government personnel by 2015. However, 
the DoD lacks the information needed to identify capability gaps in the workforce 
which may impact mission accomplishment. The DoD has incomplete information on 
the skill sets of in-house personnel and the Navy, the Air Force and Defense Agen-
cies have little information on contractor personnel. The Army has made progress 
in this area. 

Question. 
• Please provide for the Committee an update on the progress being made by the 

DoD to convert contractor personnel to government service, and hire the additional 
9,000 personnel? 

Answer. Given that DOD’s efforts to convert and hire additional acquisition work-
force personnel have only recently gotten underway, we have not had an opportunity 
to go in to assess what progress has been made. However, information regarding 
DOD’s efforts to grow its acquisition workforce should be included in the depart-
ment’s human capital plan for the acquisition workforce. Once DOD issues its plan, 
GAO will initiate a mandated review of that plan is to be completed 180 days after 
the plan’s submission. 

Additionally, according to a December 2009 DOD report on the department’s in- 
sourcing initiative, DOD plans to establish approximately 17,000 new manpower au-
thorizations in fiscal year 2010 to perform work and services currently under con-
tract. Of the 17,000, DOD estimated that approximately 3,400 authorizations will 
be for the acquisition workforce. 

Question. 
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• Has the DoD improved the collection and cataloging of information that is avail-
able on acquisition contracting personnel? 

Answer. We recently assessed DOD’s efforts to collect and catalog information on 
the acquisition workforce for our March 2009 report. At that time, we reported that 
the department was hindered by the lack of key data to determine gaps in the num-
ber and skill sets of acquisition personnel. We noted that DOD had a number of 
initiatives underway to improve its oversight of the acquisition workforce. For exam-
ple, DOD was conducting competency assessments to identify the skill sets of its 
current acquisition workforce. According to DOD, assessments have been completed 
for 3 of the 13 career acquisition career fields—including contracting—and there are 
plans to conduct assessments of the remaining career fields. However, while these 
assessments will provide useful information regarding the skill sets of the current 
in-house acquisition workforce, they were not designed to determine the size, com-
position, and skills sets of an acquisition workforce needed to meet the department’s 
mission. 

TYPES OF CONTRACTS 

Question. Some types of contracts are: 
Cost Reimbursement—Utilized for acquisitions when uncertainties in contract 

performance do not permit costs to be estimated with sufficient accuracy: 
Cost Plus Award Fee (CPAF) 
Cost Plus Incentive Fee (CPIF) 

Fixed Price—Optimal for acquiring commercial items or other equipment with 
reasonably definite functions or detailed specifications: 

Firm Fixed Price 
Fixed Price Incentive 

• What are the advantages and disadvantages of each type and how frequently 
are they used? 

Answer. The principal advantage of cost-type contacts is that agencies can engage 
the services of contractors even though expected costs cannot be estimated with 
enough accuracy to permit the use of fixed-price arrangements. The main disadvan-
tage of cost-type contracts is that the risk of cost growth is primarily on the govern-
ment. In addition, this contract type requires that the contractor have an adequate 
system in place to accurately track contract costs. 

There are numerous variations of cost-type contracts. For example, a cost-plus- 
award-fee contact may be used when the government is seeking to motivate excel-
lent performance by the contractor. It provides for a fee to the contractor consisting 
of a base amount (which may be zero) plus an award amount determined on the 
basis of a judgmental evaluation by the government. We have reported on the use 
of cost-plus-award-fee contracts at the Department of Defense, and have made sev-
eral recommendations for improvement. Defense Acquisitions: DOD Has Paid Bil-
lions in Award and Incentive Fees Regardless of Acquisition Outcomes, GA0–06–66, 
December 19, 2005. In fiscal year 2009, the total value of award-fee contracts used 
by all federal agencies was more than $60 billion. 

Another example of a cost-type contract is cost-plus-incentive-fee. This type of con-
tract provides for an initial negotiated fee, which is then adjusted later in accord-
ance with a formula based on the relationship of total allowable costs to total target 
costs. The intent is to provide an incentive for the contractor to manage the contract 
effectively. In fiscal year 2009, agencies obligated more than $24 billion on cost-plus- 
incentive-fee contracts. 

Fixed-price contracts are the lowest risk to the government because they place the 
cost risk on the contractor. This contract type best utilizes the basic profit motive 
of business enterprises. It is used when the risk involved is minimal or can be pre-
dicted with an acceptable degree of certainty. 

There are several types of fixed-price contracts. For example, a firm, fixed-price 
contract provides for a price that is not subject to any adjustment based on the con-
tractor’s cost experience in performing the contract. It provides maximum incentive 
for the contractor to control costs and perform effectively. It imposes the minimum 
administrative burden on the contracting parties. It requires reasonably definite 
functional or detailed specifications, however, and the contracting officer must be 
able to establish a fair and reasonable price at the outset of the contract. In fiscal 
year 2009, agencies obligated nearly $218 billion on firm, fixed-price contracts, by 
far the highest of all the contract types. 

Another type of fixed-price contract is fixed price incentive. This type of contract 
provides for adjusting profit and establishing the final contract price by a formula 
based on the relationship of final negotiated cost to total target cost. The final price 
is subject to a price ceiling negotiated at the outset. This type of contract is used 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:50 Mar 17, 2011 Jkt 065007 PO 00000 Frm 00060 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6621 E:\HR\OC\A007P2.XXX A007P2E
m

cd
on

al
d 

on
 D

S
K

2B
S

O
Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

E
A

R
IN

G



61 

when the contractor’s assumption of a degree of cost responsibility will provide a 
positive profit incentive for effective cost control. In fiscal year 2009, agencies obli-
gated just over $8 billion on fixed-price-incentive contracts. 

Question. 
• Is ‘‘Best Value’’ contracting more difficult to accomplish than ‘‘Lowest Cost’’ con-

tracting? 
Answer. The Federal Acquisition Regulation defines best value as the expected 

outcome of an acquisition that provides the greatest overall benefit. An agency can 
obtain best value by using any of a number of source selection approaches. One ap-
proach is known as the tradeoff process, which permits an agency to make award 
to other than the lowest priced offer or. This process requires that the perceived 
benefit of a higher priced proposal that merits paying the higher price be docu-
mented in the contract file. Another approach is known as lowest price, technically 
acceptable process. Under this approach, proposals are evaluated for acceptability, 
but not ranked under the non-cost factors. No tradeoffs are permitted. These two 
differences may make the lowest price, technically acceptable approach somewhat 
easier to implement than the tradeoff process. 

USE OF COMMERCIAL ACQUISITION PROCESSES 

Question. Many urge that commercial acquisition practices be applied to DoD pro-
grams. However, the GAO conducted an analysis on Commercial and Department 
of Defense Space System Requirements and Acquisition Practices and concluded 
that there are key differences in requirements, and unique technology needs, that 
separate DoD acquisitions from the commercial sector. Further, the DoD has in the 
past tried to adopt commercial acquisition processes. In the mid-1990’s the acquisi-
tion methodology called Total System Performance Responsibility (TSPR) was imple-
mented on several major system acquisitions including Space Based Infrared Sat-
ellite (SBIRS) system and the Future Imagery Architecture (FIA) and has been sub-
sequently blamed for severe cost overruns and schedule delays due to poor program 
oversight, poor cost estimating, overestimation of technology readiness and poor 
workmanship issues. 

• When are commercial acquisition processes applicable to DoD system acquisi-
tions? 

Answer. While commercial and DOD space system missions, requirements, and 
technology development differ in key ways, the commercial sector has adopted prac-
tices that could be applied to DOD space system acquisitions to improve cost, sched-
ule, and performance outcomes. For instance, commercial firms define their require-
ments before initiating development programs, which helps to close resource gaps 
prior to program start and limit requirements growth. They tie contractor award 
and incentive fees to acquisition outcomes. They follow evolutionary product devel-
opment approaches that enable them to achieve gradual gains in capability in rel-
atively short periods while limiting the extent of technology risk they take on in any 
one increment. The commercial approach, overall, emphasizes gaining critical 
knowledge before making long-term commitments. GAO has already recommended 
these practices for DOD adoption. DOD, in fact, has recognized a need to adopt sev-
eral of these practices and initiated efforts to do so. 

At the same time, some acquisition practices adopted by the commercial sector, 
including exclusive use of firm, fixed-price contracts and developing highly accurate 
cost estimates, may not be successfully applied to DOD in its current acquisition en-
vironment because of factors such as unique requirements and immature tech-
nologies at program start. For instance, the use of firm, fixed-price contracts for pro-
curing satellites would require a change in paradigm for DOD space programs—a 
much higher level of knowledge, including mature technologies and mature design— 
prior to the start of a program. Currently, however, DOD accepts greater technology 
and development risks and typically uses cost-reimbursement contracts for the first 
two satellites to be developed and produced. Some programs use fixed-price con-
tracts for any additional satellites. Using fixed-price contracts for the development 
phase of a program has not worked well, partly due to the high level of unknowns 
accepted at program start. In addition, other factors, such as launch delays, pro-
gram funding instability, changing needs, and the diverse array of organizations in-
volved in DOD space programs pose additional challenges to the use of firm, fixed- 
price contracts. 

AWARD FEES 

Question. A recent GAO report on award fees indicate that from 2004 to 2008 fed-
eral agencies spent over $300 billion on contracts that include monetary incentives 
for performance measured against subjective criteria. Office of Management and 
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Budget (OMB) guidance on using award fees provides for limiting opportunities for 
earning unearned fee in subsequent periods; linking award fees to acquisition out-
comes; designing evaluation criteria to motivate excellent performance; and not pay-
ing for unsatisfactory performance. Notwithstanding that the guidance has been in-
corporated into the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR), the application of this 
OMB guidance is uneven across federal agencies including the DoD. Most agencies 
continue to allow contractors second chances to earn fee. The GAO estimates that 
the DoD will save over $450 million through fiscal year 2010 by limiting second 
chances at award fee. 

• What are the difficulties in linking fee to outcomes? 
Answer. There are two primary difficulties in linking award fees to acquisition 

outcomes. First, achieving desired program outcomes is a responsibility shared be-
tween DOD and its contractors. As a result, assigning responsibility for a particular 
outcome can be challenging. However, DOD’s past difficulties in linking award fees 
to acquisition outcomes such as cost, schedule, and performance were largely based 
on poorly defined or inappropriate evaluation criteria. Criteria used in these evalua-
tions did not consistently reflect a contractor’s ability to achieve desired outcomes 
and the fees awarded were not always commensurate with a contractor’s perform-
ance. For example, rather than focusing on acquisition outcomes, such as delivering 
a fielded capability within established cost and schedule baselines, DOD often 
placed emphasis on such things as the responsiveness of contractor management to 
feedback from DOD officials, quality of contractor proposals, or timeliness of con-
tract data requirements. Current DOD guidance emphasizes the importance of link-
ing award fees to outcomes such as cost, schedule, and technical performance, and 
establishes guidelines for evaluating contractor performance based on these out-
comes. 

Question. 
• How effectively do DoD organizations use award fee to motivate improved per-

formance? 
DOD has not been able to measure how well its organizations use award fees to 

motivate improved performance. In 2005, we reported that DOD had not compiled 
data, conducted analyses, or developed performance measures to evaluate the effec-
tiveness of award fees. DOD has taken a number of steps to address this issue. 
Since 2007, DOD has collected data on the use of award fees and identified a link 
between cost and schedule data and the amount of fee earned. However, it has not 
been able to establish metrics to evaluate the effectiveness of award fees in terms 
of performance. Additionally, individual programs are unable to determine the ex-
tent to which successful outcomes were attributable to incentives provided by award 
fees versus external factors, such as a contractor’s desire to maintain a good reputa-
tion. In our 2009 report, GAO recommended that DOD form an interagency working 
group to determine how best to evaluate the effectiveness of award fees as a tool 
for improving contractor performance and achieving desired program outcomes. In 
response, DOD has partnered with the Departments of Energy, Health and Human 
Services, Homeland Security, and the National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion to form the Incentive Contracting Working Group to discuss how best to evalu-
ate award fee data. 

SOLE-SOURCE CONTRACTS 

Question. We know that the government in some cases, based on analysis and jus-
tification, awards a sole-source contract. 

• Under what circumstances is a sole-source contract appropriate? 
Answer. Acquisition regulations allow government agencies to contract without 

providing for full and open competition in situations where: 
Æ only one responsible source is available and no other supplies or services 

will satisfy, agency requirements 
Æ the agency’s need for the supplies or services is of such an unusual and 

compelling urgency that the government would be seriously injured unless the 
agency was permitted to limit the number of sources from which it solicits 

Æ the government needs to maintain a facility or manufacturer in case of a 
national emergency or to achieve industrial mobilization; to establish or main-
tain an essential engineering, research, or development capability to be pro-
vided by an educational or other nonprofit institution or a federally funded re-
search and development center; or to acquire the services of an expert or neu-
tral person for any current or anticipated litigation or dispute. 

Æ full and open competition is precluded by the terms of an international 
agreement or a treaty between the U.S. and a foreign government such as when 
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a contemplated acquisition is to be reimbursed by a foreign country that re-
quires that the product be obtained from a particular firm. 

Æ a statute expressly authorizes or requires that the acquisition be made 
from a specified source or through another agency. Examples are statues per-
taining to the Federal Prison Industries; Qualified Nonprofit Agencies for the 
Blind or other Severely Disabled; Government Printing and Binding; as well as 
sole source awards under the Small Business Administration’s 8(a) program (in-
cluding 8(a) subsidiaries of Alaska Native Corporations). 

Æ the disclosure of the agency’s needs would compromise the national security 
unless the agency is permitted to limit the number of sources from which it so-
licits bids or proposals. 

Æ the agency head determines that it is not in the public interest to provide 
for full and open competition for a particular acquisition. In this case, Congress 
is to be notified in writing of such a determination not less than 30 days before 
contract award. 

Question. 
• Is it likely that a product that is procured under a sole-source contract will cost 

more than if the contract was competed? 
Answer. Competition is the cornerstone of the acquisition system, and the benefits 

of competition in acquiring goods and services from the private sector are well es-
tablished. Promoting competition—as opposed to sole-source contracts, where the 
government negotiates with only one source—can help save the taxpayer money, im-
prove contractor performance, curb fraud, and promote accountability for results. 
Agencies are required to perform acquisition planning and conduct market research 
for all acquisitions in order to promote and provide for, among other things, full and 
open competition. 

However, GAO’s work has identified situations where the government has not 
taken advantage of opportunities to compete work. For example, our recent review 
of federal agencies’ use of blanket purchase agreements (BPAs) awarded under Gen-
eral Services Administration (GSA) Federal Supply Schedule contracts showed that 
agencies did not always consider more than one vendor when establishing these 
agreements. In some cases, the rationales for awarding a BPA directly to one vendor 
did not appear to conform to sound procurement policy. Furthermore, agencies rare-
ly took advantage of additional opportunities for competition when placing orders 
under BPAs, reducing the potential to realize additional savings for the taxpayer. 
GAO recommended that the Office of Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP) take steps 
to clarify the circumstances under which it is appropriate to award a BPA using the 
limited source justifications of the FAR and consider opportunities for enhancing 
competition when placing orders. OFPP concurred with our recommendations and 
is taking steps to implement them. In other reviews, we found that the Army had 
issued contracts for security guards at U.S. military installations on a sole-source 
basis, and the State Department had issued a sole-source contract for installation 
and maintenance of security equipment at U.S. embassies worldwide. Based on 
GAO’s recommendations, the contracts were put out for competition, which resulted 
in cost savings. 

Question. 
• What is a No-Bid contract? 
Answer. This term is sometimes used to refer to a sole source contract. However, 

it is not an official term in acquisition regulations and is somewhat inaccurate since 
even in sole-source situations, the government solicits and receives a single bid or 
offer. 

REQUIREMENTS DEFINITION 

Question. The Department of Defense and its contractors need to agree on and 
understand the acquisition objective and how that is translated into the contracts 
terms and conditions. Contracting officials write requests for proposals, analyze 
bids, and write contracts but everything the contracting official does depends on an 
accurate description of the requirement. 

• To what extent is the difficulty and waste in contracting due to poorly defined 
requirements? 

Answer. Poorly defined requirements are a key factor leading to cost, schedule, 
and performance problems in major weapon programs. Programs often start system 
development with inadequate knowledge about the requirements and resources— 
funding, time, technologies, and people—needed to execute them. The knowledge 
gaps are largely the result of a lack of early systems engineering activities—require-
ments analysis, design, and testing—which is needed to ensure that a weapon sys-
tem program’s requirements are achievable and designable given available re-
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sources, such as technologies. Systems engineering helps to resolve performance and 
resource gaps before system development starts by either reducing requirements, 
deferring them to the future, or increasing the estimated cost for the weapon sys-
tem’s development. Because the government often does not perform the proper up- 
front requirements analysis to determine whether the program will meet its needs, 
significant contract cost increases can and do occur as the scope of requirements be-
comes better understood by the government and contractor. 

Question. 
• Please discuss the desired balance between changing requirements in the con-

tract and fielding an obsolete design. For example one of the reasons given for ter-
mination of the FCS Manned Ground Vehicles was that the vehicles had low ground 
clearance and flat bottomed hulls despite lessons learned in Iraq that a high ground 
clearance and v-hull offered much better force protection. 

Answer. DOD could achieve a better balance between changing requirements and 
avoiding obsolete weapon system designs by resisting the urge to achieve revolu-
tionary and lengthy product developments and using an incremental approach to de-
veloping and fielding capabilities. In addition, constraining development cycle times 
to 5 or 6 years will force more manageable commitments, make cost and schedules 
more predictable, and facilitate the delivery of capabilities in a timely manner. To 
improve product development outcomes, a key best practice is to ensure that system 
requirements are properly defined from the outset and that significant requirement 
changes or additions are avoided after system development has begun. In the case 
of FCS, the Army never arrived at a stable set of system level requirements. The 
FCS development effort began about the same time as the start of the Iraq war and 
the escalation of improvised explosive device attacks. The manned ground vehicles 
were designed based on a concept where the information network was expected to 
compensate for the vehicles lower weight armor. Ultimately, the Secretary of De-
fense determined that the manned ground vehicles did not sufficiently incorporate 
lessons learned from operations in Iraq and the program was cancelled. 

JOINT CAPABILITIES IDENTIFICATION AND DEVELOPMENT SYSTEM 

Question. In a September 2008 Report on Defense Acquisitions, the Government 
Accountability Office stated ‘‘The Joint Capabilities Identification and Development 
System or JCIDS has not yet met its objective to identify and prioritize war fighting 
needs from a joint capabilities perspective. Instead, capabilities continue to be driv-
en primarily by the individual services—which sponsored 67 percent of initial capa-
bilities proposals submitted since 2003—with little involvement from the combatant 
commanders which are largely responsible for planning and carrying out military 
operations.’’ 

• The Joint Capabilities Identification and Development System was implemented 
in 2003 and yet most acquisitions are still driven by the needs and perspectives of 
a single military department. Why has JCIDS not been more fully implemented? 

Answer. As we reported in 2008, the military services drive the determination of 
capability needs, in part because they retain most of DOD’s analytical capacity and 
resources for requirements development. The functional capabilities boards, which 
were established to manage the JCIDS process and facilitate the prioritization of 
needs, have not been staffed or resourced to effectively carry out these duties. Fur-
thermore, the Combatant Commands (COCOMs), which are responsible for carrying 
out military missions, have not played a significant role in determining require-
ments in part because they also lacked the analytic capacity and resources to be-
come more fully engaged in JCIDS. GAO has recommended that DOD should deter-
mine and allocate appropriate resources for more effective joint capabilities develop-
ment planning. DOD has taken steps to get the COCOMs more involved in deter-
mining requirements. For example, the Joint Requirements Oversight Council has 
been doing more to seek out and consider input from the COCOMs through regular 
trips and meetings to discuss capability needs and resource issues. 

Question. The GAO report indicated that the JCIDS process is lengthy, taking on 
average up to 10 months to validate a need. Why does the validation process take 
so long and what is the impact on the war fighter? 

Answer. The development of a capability proposal that may lead to a new major 
weapon system and its review and validation through the JCIDS process can take 
a significant amount of time. Prior to submitting a capability proposal to JCIDS, 
it can take a service sponsor a year or more to conduct the analyses necessary to 
support the proposal and get it approved within the service organization. A proposal 
submitted to JCIDS can go through several review stages before it gets validated 
or approved. Given the size and complexity and level of funding that will be com-
mitted to a major weapon system program, it may be warranted to invest consider-
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able time and effort in developing and reviewing the capability proposal. However, 
a lengthy process to identify and validate requirements can undermine the depart-
ment’s efforts to effectively respond to the needs of the warfighter, especially those 
that are near term. In one case, the Army used extraordinary measures, going out-
side DOD’s normal process to acquire and field the Joint Network Node-Network 
(JNN–N)—a $2 billion, commercial-based system designed to improve satellite capa-
bilities for the warfighter. While JNN–N provided enhanced capability for the 
warfighter, the work-around allowed the Army to bypass the management and over-
sight typically required of DOD programs of this magnitude. Recently, DOD has 
taken steps to streamline the JCIDS process, by reducing the analyses required for 
submitting initial capability proposals, shortening the review cycle for proposals, 
and delegating approval authority for some proposals. 

ACQUISITION PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS 

Question. The acquisition environment in the DoD encourages ambitious product 
developments that include many technological unknowns. DoD organizations enter 
into weapons systems development contracts prior to having developed sound re-
quirements. Programs are exposed to technology, design and production risk result-
ing in cost growth and schedule delays. Uncertainties about technology, design, re-
quirements and cost lead to contract revision and eventual failure with wasted re-
sources and delay in providing needed assets to the war fighters. 

• Do you see any evidence that the Department is changing this practice for the 
better? 

Answer. Yes. In our 2009 assessment of selected weapon programs, we found that 
while most programs still proceed with far less technology, design, and manufac-
turing knowledge than best practices suggest, the amount of knowledge that pro-
grams attained by key decision points has increased in recent years. For example, 
since 2003, there has been a significant increase in the percentage of technologies 
demonstrated in at least a relevant environment by the start of system develop-
ment. Further, all five programs in our assessment that entered system develop-
ment since 2006 reported that all their critical technologies had at least been dem-
onstrated in a relevant environment, in accordance with the DOD and statutory cri-
teria. 

In addition, DOD has revised its acquisition policy and Congress put in place stat-
utory requirements to improve the knowledge that weapon programs must have be-
fore they begin, such as more robust systems engineering, and cost and technology 
assessments. If DOD follows the letter and spirit of these reforms, they should in-
crease the chances of weapons programs being completed on-time and at the antici-
pated cost. Specifically, DOD’s December 2008 revision to its acquisition policy in-
creased the rigor and discipline expected upfront and throughout the acquisition 
process. Key elements include the following: 

• A mandatory Materiel Development Decision for all programs, regardless of 
where they intend to enter the acquisition process. This review is designed to 
ensure programs are based on approved requirements and a rigorous assess-
ment of alternatives. 

• A requirement for programs in the technology development phase to imple-
ment acquisition strategies with two or more competing teams producing proto-
types of the system or key components. This should help to reduce technical 
risk, validate designs and cost estimates, evaluate manufacturing processes, 
and refine requirements. 

• An additional milestone decision authority assessment of program progress 
at preliminary design review (PDR). PDR is an important early systems engi-
neering event that informs requirements trades, improves cost estimation, and 
identifies remaining design, integration and manufacturing risks. 

CONTRACT CLOSEOUT AND END OF PRODUCTION COSTS 

Question. Several Air Force aircraft procurement programs (F–22 and C–17) are 
nearing the end of their production run at the same time. In examining the possi-
bility of closing the production line, an interesting contract clause has come to light. 
These contracts contain a clause that takes effect if the ordered quantity drops 
below a certain level or if the ordered aircraft are anticipated to be the final aircraft 
ordered. These costs (referred to as ‘‘tail-up costs’’) are pre-negotiated well before the 
end of the production run, seemingly before the actual costs would even be known. 
The contractor states that these costs are in place to offset the impact of lower air-
craft quantities moving through the production line. 

• The Committee has recently been made aware of a clause in aircraft procure-
ment contracts referred to as ‘‘tail-up clauses’’ that are in place to cover reduced or 
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final production lots. During reviews conducted by your agency, do you come across 
this type of clause frequently? How widespread is the use of this type of clause? 

• In your opinion, does it make sense to put a price tag on rate impact well before 
the actual cost of any reduced production quantity may be known? 

• Would it not make more sense for the cost of any reduced production quantities 
or end of production costs be negotiated at the same time those production lots are 
negotiated instead of years ahead of time before actual costs are known? 

• What explanation was given by the Department of Defense during your reviews 
for why they structure procurement contracts in this manner? 

Answer. We have conducted extensive reviews of aircraft programs over many 
years, including the F–22 and C–17, but we have not evaluated ‘‘tail-up’’ clauses in 
connection with those reviews. Our understanding from program officials, however, 
is that although the F–22 multiyear contract contained a tail-up clause, the clause 
was not invoked because the Air Force is proceeding with the next lot of aircraft. 
The officials told us that the contract for that lot does not contain a tail-up clause. 
For the C–17 program, officials told us that the agency is still in negotiation with 
the contractor. 

Our understanding is that tail up clauses may operate in a manner very similar 
to termination clauses in multiyear contracts. A multi-year contract is used to pur-
chase supplies or services for up to 5 program years. Multiyear contracts typically 
are used in some of the larger programs, such as the F–22 and C–17. Performance 
during the second and subsequent years of a multiyear contract is contingent upon 
the appropriation of funds, and may provide for a cancellation payment if appropria-
tions are not made. The cancellation payment is established at the start of the con-
tract, and must be reduced each year in direct proportion to the remaining require-
ments. The Federal Acquisition Regulation specifies the types of costs that should 
be included in a cancellation payment. 

RAPID ACQUISITION OF MRAP VEHICLES 

Question. On October 8, 2009, Mr. Michael J. Sullivan, Director, Acquisition and 
Sourcing Management, Government Accountability Office, and one of our witnesses 
today, testified before the House Armed Services Committee, Defense Acquisition 
Reform Panel on the tailored acquisition approach used to rapidly acquire and field 
MRAP vehicles. Mr. Sullivan briefed that, the factors contributing to success in the 
MRAP program that may be transferable to other programs were: (1) use proven 
technologies, (2) keep requirements to a minimum, (3) infuse competition, and (4) 
keep final integration responsibility with the government. 

• Please comment on the use of proven technologies. Specifically, describe the bal-
ance that the program must achieve between including the latest technology and 
using proven technology. 

Answer. We have long advocated as part of our best acquisition practices that 
proven technologies are a key element to successful acquisition programs. We do not 
deny that this is a conservative approach and by using it, an acquisition program 
may not be able to use the latest technologies. However, the latest technologies tend 
to be less mature. This presents problems for acquisition programs because the pace 
of technological maturity is often unpredictable, and maturing technologies to ac-
ceptable levels can take much longer than originally anticipated. Furthermore, 
starting a program without proven technologies almost always results in cost and 
schedule problems later in the program. When the Army launched the Future Com-
bat System program, Army officials wanted technically sophisticated systems to de-
liver desired performance characteristics. DOD approved the FCS program for sys-
tem development in spite of the immature technologies. The Army believed it could 
mature all FCS technologies to Technology Readiness Level 6 in three years. This 
did not happen. It took the Army six years and an estimated $18 billion to mature 
FCS technologies to the point where they were ready to be incorporated into an ac-
quisition program. Due to the FCS termination, it is uncertain when or if many of 
these technologies will be incorporated into fieldable systems. We also suggest that 
the better long term approach would be to adopt an incremental development strat-
egy where the first increment would be designed to be readily upgradeable as more 
advanced technologies are matured. 

Question. 
• Discuss the strategy of having multiple prototype vehicles and multiple vendors 

selected to produce the vehicle. 
Answer. According to the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, 

Technology, and Logistics, lessons of the past, and recommendations of multiple re-
views, emphasize the need for, and benefits of quality prototyping. During develop-
ment, teams should be producing detailed manufacturing designs—not solving myr-

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:50 Mar 17, 2011 Jkt 065007 PO 00000 Frm 00066 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6621 E:\HR\OC\A007P2.XXX A007P2E
m

cd
on

al
d 

on
 D

S
K

2B
S

O
Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

E
A

R
IN

G



67 

iad technical issues. An acquisition strategy involving multiple prototype vehicles 
and multiple vendors has the advantage of reducing technical risk, validating de-
signs, validating cost estimates, evaluating manufacturing processes, and refining 
requirements. A goal for development efforts should be a working relationship be-
tween government and industry that demonstrates key knowledge elements that 
can inform future development and budget decisions. This key knowledge reflects 
knowledge-based acquisition elements that GAO has promoted for years and that 
serve as key enablers for the best practices used by successful commercial compa-
nies. 

TRICARE CONTRACT RECOMPETITION PROTEST 

Question. The following errors were cited as the basis for GAO sustaining the pro-
test of this contract award: 

The Department of Defense failed to responsibly evaluate the awardee’s past per-
formance information as contemplated by the solicitation; 

The Department of Defense failed to perform a reasonable price/cost realism as-
sessment, and failed to consider, as part of the technical evaluation or best value 
selection decision, the cost savings associated with the protester’s proposed network 
provider discounts; and 

DOD failed to consider, in light of the agency’s obligation to avoid even the ap-
pearance of impropriety in government procurement, issues stemming from the 
awardee’s use of a high-level TRICARE Management Agency (TMA) employee in the 
preparation of its proposal, where the record demonstrates that this individual had 
access to the protester’s non-public proprietary information. 

What was the basis for sustaining the protest in TRICARE Region North? 
Answer. As reflected in our decision, B–401652.3, B–40165425, we sustained the 

protest on a number of grounds: the agency performed a flawed past performance 
evaluation, price realism evaluation, risk assessment, and failed to adequately con-
sider network provider discounts. 

Question. What was the basis for sustaining the protest in TRICARE Region 
South? 

Answer. As reflected in our decision, B–401652.2, B–401652.4, B–401652.6, we 
sustained the protest because the agency failed to adequately consider network pro-
vider discounts. 

Question. What was the basis for sustaining the protest in TRICARE Region 
West? 

Answer. A protest was not filed at GAO concerning the West region; however, 
there was a protest filed directly with the agency. 

Question. How long do you estimate it will take for DOD to resolve these protests? 
Answer. The length of time to implement corrective action depends on a variety 

of factors, including the complexity of the procurement, the urgency of the needed 
services, and internal agency decisions. We do not have any information on the 
length of time that it will take DOD to implement corrective action in response to 
the sustained protests. 

What are the time frames for determining what skill sets DoD has in its acquisi-
tion workforce? 

DoD has a competency assessment initiative underway that is intended to define 
the critical skills and competencies of its acquisition workforce. The assessments 
consist of five phases—from identifying competencies for successful performance to 
assessing the proficiency of career field members against each of the field’s com-
petencies. To date, assessments have been completed for 3 of the 13 acquisition ca-
reer fields. Specifically, over 20,000 members of the contracting career field have 
completed assessments. In addition, assessments based on a statistical sample, have 
been completed for the program management and life cycle logistics career fields. 
Competency assessments for two additional career fields—(1) System Planning, Re-
search, Development and Engineering and (2) business (cost estimating, and finan-
cial management) are projected to begin in spring 2010. The start of these assess-
ments was placed on hold to allow completion of DoD survey quality and process 
reviews. Upon completion of these reviews DoD will update its schedule for com-
pleting assessments and has committed to providing the updated schedule to us as 
soon as available. 

Who is conducting the competency assessments of DoD’s acquisition workforce? 
What role if any do contractors have in conducting the assessments? 

DoD’s acquisition workforce competency assessments are being conducted under 
the direction of the Director, Human Capital Initiatives (HCI) of the Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense (USD) for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics 
(AT&L), who also serves as the President of the Defense Acquisition University 
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(DAU). The Center for Naval Analysis (CNA), a Federally Funded Research and De-
velopment Center, provides support to DoD’s efforts. According to DoD, CNA staff, 
which include technical experts on organizational behavior and competency manage-
ment, provide technical and process support for both updating the models and con-
ducting assessments. However, it is the responsibility of senior DoD functional lead-
ers, appointed by the USD (AT&L), to ensure that the competency models are up-
dated and workforce members, through the assessment process, provide inputs on 
proficiency, frequency, and mission criticality of competencies. 

How many A–76 competitions are in progress and what are the locations of the 
competitions? 

At the time of our hearing, January 20, 2010, there were seven A–76 competitions 
being reported as in progress in the DoD Commercial Activities Management Infor-
mation System. Two were located in Fort Jackson, one was located at Fort Benning, 
one was located in Puerto Rico, and three were at multiple locations. A current up-
date of the data on March 2, 2010, shows only two A–76 competitions, both being 
conducted by the Navy and involving multiple locations, reported as in progress in 
the DoD Commercial Activities Management Information System. 

How can Congress get DoD to comply with the 180-day definitization requirement 
for UCAs? 

As previously noted, our work has shown that contracting officers have pointed 
to numerous reasons for delays in definitization. Contracting officers cite their 
heavy workloads, stating that once the UCA is awarded, they must turn to other 
pressing needs rather than going through the definitization process. They have also 
cited other reasons such as shortfalls in the government’s ability to perform price 
analysis of contractor proposals. Continued congressional attention to enhancing the 
size and capabilities of the defense acquisition workforce would help to address 
these issues. 

However, we have found that management attention and oversight, from DoD to 
the local command level, also can be effective in managing the use of UCAs. For 
example, we found a contracting command emphasizing timely definitization by de-
creasing the 180–day requirement for definitization to 150 days. According to local 
command officials, if 150 days from UCA award is surpassed, management expects 
continuous updates on the status of definitization. 

[CLERK’S NOTE.—End of questions submitted by Mr. Murtha.] 
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 2010. 

COMBAT AIRCRAFT REQUIREMENTS 

WITNESSES 
REAR ADMIRAL DAVID L. PHILMAN, U.S. NAVY, DIRECTOR, AIR WAR-

FARE DIVISION 
MAJOR GENERAL DAVID J. SCOTT, U.S. AIR FORCE, DIRECTOR, OPER-

ATIONAL CAPABILITY REQUIREMENTS, DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF 
FOR OPERATIONS, PLANS AND REQUIREMENTS 

OPENING REMARKS OF MR. DICKS 

Mr. DICKS. The committee will come to order. 
This is maybe a little bit out of sync here, but I just would like 

us to have a moment of silence in remembrance of the chairman, 
Mr. Murtha. 

[moment of silence.] 
Mr. DICKS. Thank you. 
This morning the committee will hold an open hearing on the 

state of the Defense Department’s combat aircraft programs. We 
are pleased to welcome Rear Admiral David L. Philman, U.S. Navy, 
Director, Air Warfare Division, and Major General David J. Scott, 
U.S. Air Force, Director, Operational Capability Requirements, 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations, Plans and Requirements. 

Admiral Philman and General Scott, we find ourselves at an in-
teresting crossroads in the history of combat aircraft acquisition. 
The production lines for the Nation’s legacy tactical aircraft, the F– 
18 and the F–22, are either shutting down or on the verge of shut-
ting down. The replacement jet, the F–35 Lightning 2 Joint Strike 
Fighter aircraft is still in development and testing and on the verge 
of ramping up to high production numbers. However, just last 
month, the Department announced a 13-month delay in the pro-
gram. This delay is especially worrisome for the Navy and the Ma-
rine Corps, which is already forecasting a Strike Fighter shortfall 
in excess of 100 to 150 jets in 2014. 

The committee is anxious to hear updates on other combat air-
craft acquisition programs, such as the Navy’s E–2D Advanced 
Hawkeye early warning aircraft and the PA–8 Poseidon multi-mis-
sion aircraft and the Air Force next generation bomber, as well as 
how the Air Force plans to satisfy future electronic attack aircraft 
requirements that are currently being satisfied by the Navy EA– 
6B Prowlers. 

Admiral Philman and General Scott, we are looking forward to 
your testimony and a spirited and informative question and answer 
session. 

Before we hear your testimony, I would like to call on the rank-
ing member and our former chairman, my good friend Bill Young, 
for his comments. 
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REMARKS OF MR. YOUNG 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much, and I look for-
ward to this extremely important hearing. But I wanted to make 
a comment to follow yours about Jack Murtha. 

Jack and I worked together on this committee for nearly 30 
years. I was chairman twice, he was chairman twice. But when we 
produced a bill, the bill was basically the same, no matter which 
one of us signed on as chairman. We just had that tremendous re-
lationship. I am sure we will have that same relationship with you 
because of the long time that we have spent together. 

Anyway, thank you for recognizing a moment of silence. 
Mr. DICKS. If you would yield for one brief second, that is a tradi-

tion that has been on this committee. I have been on the committee 
for 31 years. That has always been the tradition, of working on a 
bipartisan basis. And at a time when that is difficult in some other 
places, I think that is something we really need to maintain and 
continue here on the defense committee. 

Mr. YOUNG. Well, you know I have a tremendous respect for you 
and all of the members on our side have that same respect for you 
as well. 

But thank you very much, and thank you all for being here 
today. We look forward to your testimony. 

STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL PHILMAN 

Mr. DICKS. Admiral Philman. 
Admiral PHILMAN. Good morning, Acting Chairman Dicks, Rank-

ing Member Young, and distinguished members of the committee. 
Thank you for this opportunity to appear before you to discuss the 
Navy combat aircraft requirements. 

Before I make my opening statement, I would like to convey to 
you my sincere condolences to the Murtha family. The United 
States Navy is grateful for the lifelong dedication of this true pub-
lic servant. 

Chairman Murtha exemplified dedication to duty during his time 
in the Marine Corps as well as in the United States Congress. His 
patriotism and heartfelt concern for soldiers, sailors, airmen and 
marines helped define his life of service. In this time of sorrow, we 
will all be comforted in knowing that although we lost a great 
friend to the Navy and the country, his legacy will continue, as you 
have mentioned. 

Mr. DICKS. Thank you. 
Admiral PHILMAN. I am pleased to share this time with my coun-

terpart and good friend from the Air Force, Dave Scott. I am proud 
to report that the Navy’s aviation community, comprised of aircraft, 
ships and weapons systems, continues to be a stabilizing force in 
the flexibility and capacity to span the globe. 

With last year’s commissioning of the USS George H.W. Bush 
and the inactivation of our last conventionally-powered aircraft car-
rier, the USS KITTYHAWK, we now have an all nuclear powered 
carrier force. Currently comprised of ENTERPRISE and 10 NIM-
ITZ class ships, the Navy remains committed to maintaining a 
force of 11 aircraft carriers over the next 30 years. 
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Our modern all-nuclear force provides an unmatched capacity to 
meet the Navy’s core competencies; forward presence, deterrence, 
sea control, power projection, maritime security, and humanitarian 
assistance and disaster response. The Navy can execute these com-
petencies quickly and decisively while operating in international 
waters without imposing unnecessarily political or logistical bur-
dens on our allies and potential partners. 

Right now, Navy and Marine Corps carrier-based F–18 aircraft 
are providing precision strike and support of forces on the ground 
in Iraq and Afghanistan. The Hornet and its brother, the Super 
Hornet, are the backbone of our Navy’s ability to project power at 
shore. And without question, the F–35 Joint Strike Fighter is es-
sential to addressing our future Strike Fighter needs. 

Sustaining the Hornet fleet and transitioning to the F–35C, our 
first true fifth generation fighter, are critical to meet the Navy’s 
national maritime strategies. We are recapitalizing the EA–6B 
Prowler with EA–18G Growler aircraft to perform rotational sup-
port to carrier strike groups and ashore in an expeditionary role. 

The Navy is procuring a total of 114 EA–18Gs to recapitalize the 
10 fleet Prowler squadrons or 10 missile carriers and four in the 
expeditionary role. The first transition squadron at NAS Whidbey 
Island reached IOC last September, and full rate production was 
approved by OSD in December of 2009. 

While we continue to advance our platforms to face the current 
and future threats, we have also made great strides to improve our 
air-to-ground and air-to-air weapons systems. Joint weapons like 
the joint air-ground missile, the small diameter bomb, AIM–9X and 
AIM–120D are critical, not only to the Navy, but to the combatant 
commander’s future warfighting capability and capacity. 

Acting Chairman Dicks, I thank you and the committee for al-
lowing me to appear today. The committee’s untiring commitment 
to the Navy is evident, and I thank you for your support today and 
into the future. 

I respectfully request that my statement be submitted for the 
record. 

Mr. DICKS. Without objection, it will be entered into the record. 
[The statement of Admiral Philman follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF GENERAL SCOTT 

Mr. DICKS. General Scott. 
General SCOTT. Good morning, Chairman Dicks, Ranking Mem-

ber, and members of the committee. Thank you for the opportunity 
to address this committee regarding your United States Air Force 
combat requirements. Before I give my opening statement, I would 
also like to convey my condolences to the Murtha family in this 
time of sorrow. His dedication and service to the Nation will always 
be remembered. His patriotism and special concern for combat 
troops touched those of us in uniform, no matter what service pro-
foundly, and he will be missed. 

The Air Force remains fully committed to support today’s global 
operations. Today’s complex strategic environment requires Air 
Force capabilities to support the joint team across the full spectrum 
of operations. 

As you know, it is vital to remain a relevant force and acquire 
future capabilities necessary to underpin our Nation’s long-term se-
curity. The Air Force believes the most cost-effective plan is to ac-
celerate the retirement of some older fighters to enable and rein-
vest into the remainder of the legacy fighters and bomber fleet, 
preferred munitions, and other key enablers as a bridge to the fifth 
generation fighter force, capabilities that are absolutely essential to 
counter advanced and highly lethal emerging threats. 

Our recapitalization strategy seeks to balance requirements for 
today and tomorrow. Our belief is we must improve our existing ca-
pabilities and pursue new, more capable systems to meet future 
threats. 

I thank you for the opportunity to address this committee and I 
look forward to your questions. 

[The statement of General Scott follows:] 
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JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER COST ESTIMATE 

Mr. DICKS. Admiral Philman and General Scott, the cost esti-
mate done by the Joint Estimating Team for the Joint Strike Fight-
er program shows a development shortfall of $3 billion over the 
previous estimate. What is being done to address these updated 
cost estimates with regard to funding the program? Will this fund-
ing shortfall impact the near term production quantities? 

General SCOTT. Sir, as you well know from the estimate and as 
we looked at what we need to do to reduce the risk in the program 
through the OSD and the Department and Air Force and Navy 
through the Joint Program Office, what we have looked at is how 
we can take this schedule with the funds that we have and move 
it to the position as well. 

We are taking $2.8 billion, putting it into RDT&E in the System 
Design and Development (SDD) phase, to enable us to take that 
schedule and get it further along. We are also taking that procure-
ment ramp that was probably a little too aggressive and we are 
slowing it down. And what that is doing for the Air Force in par-
ticular is it will take about 67 aircraft out of our inventory, but in 
our mitigation plan, we are working that with all of our other plans 
with other fighters. But it will take us as we look at it, it will slip 
the ramp to 2016 before we will go from 48 to 80 fighters, and it 
also slips us to about 2016 for the timeframe for that. 

JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER PROGRAM DELAY 

Mr. DICKS. Admiral Philman and General Scott, the Department 
recently announced a 13-month delay to the program to account for 
the findings of the Joint Estimating Team. How is it that the ini-
tial operating capability date in the program has not changed? 

Admiral PHILMAN. Sir, the restructuring program is actually 
good for Navy. Since we put that procurement, those numbers are 
coming down. In the case of the Navy, or the Department of Navy, 
55 aircraft will go back into fully funding that part of the program. 

The Navy has been on record for a 2014 IOC. Certainly a 13- 
month slip is going to pressurize that. So with delaying delivery of 
aircraft, making it more concurrent so we have test aircraft deliv-
ered at the right time so we can test them on time and then deliv-
ered later on, I think is good, but will push our IOC out toward 
2015, maybe later. 

CNO is tying IOC to specifically having adequate numbers of air-
craft, having the right capability, in our case Block 3 capability, 
and that testing has been done. 

Mr. DICKS. Give us a little flavor of what the reason is for this 
13-month delay. I think we talked about modeling, the modeling 
that had been done. 

Admiral PHILMAN. Yes, sir. The traditional development and test-
ing of aircraft, you fly down data points, bring them down, so to 
speak. This program has been more advanced where we are using 
extreme amounts or large amounts of modeling so that we could 
build the aircraft and then be more predictive of the flight charac-
teristics without actually having to fly the aircraft. 

That modeling is two things. The delivery of the aircraft has 
been slower than expected, and then what we are seeing in the ac-
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tual flight hasn’t necessarily validated the model. So now we are 
continuing to press back and have to go back and do more tradi-
tional testing for some time until we can get the aircraft mature 
enough to be more in line with a validated model. 

Mr. DICKS. Is this a software problem? 
Admiral PHILMAN. Not within the aircraft. Now, there are soft-

ware programs with the aircraft that continue to be drivers—— 
Mr. DICKS. Sometimes in the past you put an aircraft there and 

do a software test for the program. Has that been done here on the 
Joint Strike Fighter? Where you have a test? 

General SCOTT. Sir, if I understand the question, when we do 
software modifications with an aircraft, sometimes the software 
modifications are behind the actual in the simulation piece, and 
they are behind. In this phase, they are concurrent with each other 
so they are working together. So the software as we do in the mod-
eling and the software within the aircraft are the same. So if that 
answers your question—— 

Mr. DICKS. But there are software issues, right? In the testing 
here—— 

General SCOTT. Yes, sir, as with every phase of every aircraft we 
have done, there are software issues. As we go through the test 
phase, that is part of the Software Design Description (SDD) phase 
where Lockheed Martin with their subcontractors are looking at 
what those are and fixing them so that it can progress into the 
RDT&E and then into the Initial Operational Test (IOT) phase 
where the services will pick up the testing. 

Mr. DICKS. In the testing thus far, are there any serious defects 
in this aircraft that we have found that are a cause of concern? 

Admiral PHILMAN. None to my knowledge, sir. 
General SCOTT. None to my knowledge in the Air Force either, 

but we will get back to you if there are any. 

JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER PROCUREMENT COST 

Mr. DICKS. Admiral Philman and General Scott, while the com-
mittee applauds the attempt by the Department of Defense to fully 
fund the development portion of the program, it is not clear that 
a similar attempt has been made to properly price the procurement 
side of the program. 

Does the President’s request for the Joint Strike Fighter program 
properly fund the procurement costs of the aircraft to include all 
components, such as the airframe, engine, government-furnished 
equipment, et cetera? 

General SCOTT. Sir, currently in the President’s budget request 
for Fiscal Year 2011, yes, it does, as we look out and as we go 
across that particular time period with that. So we are satisfied 
with what we have requested in our budget from an Air Force per-
spective. I can’t speak for the Navy or the Marines, but we are 
okay with that. 

Admiral PHILMAN. Yes, sir, it is so for the Navy. It will be a 
problem in 12, and future issues are service integration, whether 
on the ships or in the training centers. That part we still have 
work to do. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Young. 
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AIR GUARD TACTICAL AIRCRAFT 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I suspect you 
are going to get a lot of questions about the Joint Strike Fighter 
today, so I am going to go in a little different direction. I want to 
talk about the Air Guard and the assets, fighter assets, that the 
Air Guard has and will have. But we understand that the Air 
Guard will begin to decommission its F–16s in 2011. General, is 
that correct? 

General SCOTT. Sir, there is a plan for the retirement of aircraft 
starting in 2011 as we look out, and part of those aircraft are the 
older aircraft. I am sure you have heard in the Combat Air Forces 
(CAF) restructure, about 250-plus aircraft is what we are looking 
at. But in that reduction of aircraft, as we reduce the older fleet 
of aircraft, Block 25s and Block 30s and the F–16s, there is a plan 
to slide other aircraft into those. 

There is an Air Force plan as we work our redux, as we work 
our F–35 ramp-up, on how we will enable the Guard to maintain 
the capabilities that they have currently today. Obviously, as we go 
through a process, if we shrink the force, the force will shrink equi-
tably between the active component and the Air Reserve compo-
nent. But right now, with General Wyatt and the Air National 
Guard, they will have the capabilities. 

The other thing we are doing with aircraft as we look at them 
to mitigate some of issues if the F–35 slips further, is to do some 
modernizations in Service Life Extension Program (SLEP). We be-
lieve in the 2530 realm that we can increase their flight hours, and 
we call it equivalent flight hours versus actual flight hours, and in-
crease their economic service life to about 10,800 hours, which will 
take them just to the outside of 2017 and the capability with their 
Block 25s and Block 30s. So we are looking at that mitigation plan 
also and how to incorporate that into our program. 

Mr. YOUNG. Well, it sounds like you have given considerable 
thought to this, but the information that we have had is that we 
could have as many as half of the Air Guard fighter units without 
aircraft by 2022. 

General SCOTT. Sir, if you look at the flow plan with the Block 
40s, Block 50s and the F–35s, I do not believe that is true. I will 
get back and get you the exact numbers on how that will occur. 

[The information follows:] 
The Air Force believes strongly in the Air National Guard, and its warriors are 

a valuable part of that Air Force total war-fighting capability. The Air Force plans 
to retain as many Air National Guard units as possible; however, the future com-
position of Air Force fighter forces is changing and will continue to evolve. New mis-
sions are emerging that will require commitments from both Active Duty and Re-
serve components. The Air Force may transition Air National Guard units that are 
losing older F–16s to a different more relevant mission set. 

As you know, there has recently been a restructure to the F–35 program to over-
come challenges in production and test. These may cause the Air Force’s initial op-
erating capability to potentially slip until 2016. For those Air National Guard units 
that may receive F–35s, this will impact aircraft availability and will also cause us 
to adjust our timeline to transition from the F–16. Until we have greater clarity in 
the F–35 program, we will not be able to fully detail this transition. 

But there is a plan as Operations (OPS)–1 for the F–35 stands 
up, which is an F–16 base, those aircraft, which are Block 40s, will 
transition to the Air National Guard, which will then enable us to 
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transition older fighters and retire them out. So there is a plan as 
we move the dominoes and aircraft around, to allow both the Air 
Reserve component and the active component to have the right 
number of aircraft to enable them until their missions. 

Mr. YOUNG. General, does it appear that the Air Guard will be 
without a substantial number of aircraft until that program—— 

General SCOTT. No, sir, it does not. 
Mr. YOUNG. That is good news, because we were sort of led to 

believe that that might be the case. 
General SCOTT. Sir, as you well know, there are five reports com-

ing to Congress totally covering the fighter structure, the CAF re-
structure, and different parts of that. Those will start coming over 
here on 1 March through 1 April. Those go into a lot greater depth 
and detail of the plans we are looking in the CAF restructure, 
things that we are doing with the F–22 and other fighter force 
structure. 

Mr. YOUNG. That will be good. One more question on the Air 
Guard. What about the F–15s? 

General SCOTT. Sir, what we are doing with the F–15s is called 
a long-term program. There are 176 of those aircraft that we will 
upgrade with the Active Electronically Scanned Array (AESA) ra-
dars. We will also give them some electronic warfare and Infrared 
Search and Track (IRST) capabilities that will enable them to ex-
tend their service life out to a much longer period of time. And in 
the F–15, what you will probably see, which you will see, is those 
will transition mostly to the Air National Guard as the F–22 air-
craft stand up in the active component. 

Mr. YOUNG. So you say that there will be no downgrading of the 
Air National Guard’s capability to go to war with the regular Air 
Force? 

General SCOTT. No, sir. The F–15 long-term Eagle will have 
much better capability than the current F–15 does, and as they 
transition from Block 25–30 to 40s and 50s, they will have the ca-
pabilities in those aircraft also. And part of the plan as we look at 
the 40s and 50s, again looking at the F–35 program, there are 
things that we need to do to that. And there is in study and anal-
ysis a long time Viper F–16 program on what we need to do with 
the AESA radars, with the IRST capabilities and with Digital 
Radio Frequency Modulations capabilities. 

Mr. YOUNG. General, thank you very much. I appreciate that. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Moran. 

TACTICAL AIRCRAFT INDUSTRIAL BASE 

Mr. MORAN. Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman, and thank you 
for your comments about our chairman. As you know, we wish you 
all the best and look forward to working with you. But I know you 
share all of our sentiments. This is the last way you would have 
wanted this to happen. So it is nice to recognize Jack. We appre-
ciate that. 

What I would like to ask you about right now, Admiral Philman 
and General Scott, is our industrial base. After we complete the F– 
18 program, which is going to be in a few years, there will be one 
single contractor providing virtually all tactical aircraft, and I won-
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der if you have a concern. The committee has expressed its con-
cern, for example, in the need we thought to have an alternative 
engine so you can have some measure of competition with the F– 
35, because we are going to build over 2,000 of them, we are going 
to be selling them overseas, yet we are relying upon one contractor. 

Would you address this issue, which has been of continuing con-
cern to the committee, our over-reliance upon a single contractor, 
even as effective as they may be? 

Admiral PHILMAN. Certainly that is how our economy is estab-
lished, for competition. In the case of the fighter world, the folks 
in Lockheed Martin are building the F–35, and that is coming 
along nicely. We talked about some of the issues, but I predict we 
are going to work our way out of that. 

The Hornet line in St. Louis is there. I am comfortable that we 
are buying enough airplanes now and into the near future that 
that line will remain hot so that we can understand better the pro-
duction capability of the Joint Strike Fighter and not shut that 
down before we have a full understanding that that production line 
is going to meet our Strike Fighter needs. 

In the case of the Navy, we are buying airplanes, F–18Es, Fs and 
Gs, through fiscal year 2013, with a delivery in 2015. So that gives 
us some flexibility, I believe. 

Mr. MORAN. I hear your response, but, you know, I think the best 
example of the committee’s concern was the need for an alternative 
engine. Now you say no, you don’t need two, we can have total reli-
ance, even though we are talking about more than 2,000 F–35s. We 
are not critical of the single contractor, but it is kind of a philo-
sophical issue. It really goes to the heart of what we are about, 
competition, trying to keep costs low, trying to ensure that there 
is that monitor, that we don’t have monopolistic control. 

I suspect I know what we are going to hear, but I think it is im-
portant to share the concern with the committee. Did you have 
anything you wanted to say? 

General SCOTT. Sir, I would agree with you that, one, competi-
tion is extremely good, and two, we are worried about the indus-
trial base. I am sure when we start talking about long-range per-
sistent strike and platforms in that area, as we look at the funding 
of the industrial base. So we are concerned about that. 

One thing I will tell you, Admiral Philman and myself sit on an 
organization called the Joint Air Dominance Organization where 
we look at the Navy, the Air Force and the Marines and where we 
are today and where we are going in the future. 

For a tactical aircraft, we are already looking at what is the next 
generation air dominance platform. If you look at economic service 
life (ESL) timelines, we have to start understanding service life on 
the F–22 and the F–35: what are their economic service lives? In 
addition, with the F–18 and the F–16 and the F–15, and their ESL 
will approach quicker. 

So I believe that you will see, not in the very near future, but 
pretty close, you will start seeing us talking about where we are 
going in the tactical fighter realm from an air dominance, and what 
we need to look at in the future if you want to call it a sixth gen-
eration fighter, I will just call it the next generation air dominance 
fighter, whether it is manned or unmanned, will help the industrial 
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base. I also believe the long-range persistent strike will help that, 
too. 

LONG RANGE STRIKE AIRCRAFT INDUSTRIAL BASE 

Mr. MORAN. Well, that is a good point, and in that context, after 
terminating the next generation bomber this past fiscal year, the 
one we are still in, really, this next year’s budget includes $200 
million to support a long range strike industrial base. We don’t 
really have any idea. What are you going to do with that $200 mil-
lion? What is your plan for that? 

General SCOTT. Sir, the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force Ac-
quisition staff are actually the folks that will be monitoring that. 
But what we are looking at is the technology we started in the next 
generation bomber. We want to make sure that base of knowledge, 
that industrial piece, and those folks that were working that, are 
still in place if we go in a similar mode as we do this next study 
and figure out where we are going with what I will call long-range 
strike, long-range strike being an umbrella, a family of systems 
where you have a penetrating capability or you have a standoff ca-
pability or you have what we will call a conventional prompt global 
strike capability. But those are the things we will be looking at the 
industry to look at for us through our SAF/AQ folks in monitoring 
that $200 million. 

COUNTERING ELECTRONIC ATTACK 

Mr. MORAN. Okay. Thank you. Just one last, I hope we can make 
it a quick one. But there also seems to be an over-reliance, at least 
the Chief of Staff of the Air Force has cited an over-reliance on the 
GPS system in countering electronic attack. Do you share those 
concerns? 

General SCOTT. Sir, obviously in the environment we are in and 
at a level we can talk now, yes, we are very concerned with the de-
nial of Global Positioning System (GPS). We are looking at that. I 
think you all know that we have a space adversary squadron that 
helps us in exercises so that we can exercise in those environments 
with the platforms both across all services, not just the Air Force 
as we go into the Red Flags and up in Alaska and down there at 
Nellis. 

So we understand that. We are exercising to that capability. We 
are looking at ways that we can improve our inertial navigation 
systems, or doing some encryptions with different things we have 
with our impact GPS capability. 

So we understand that. And it is not just a platform sensor. 
There is also the weapons piece of that. So as you tie those two to-
gether to make sure that you are working those in congruence, so 
that at the endgame, in the environment that could be out there, 
that the weapon does what it needs to do. 

Mr. MORAN. Thank you. 
Mr. Chairman, thank you. Again, we look forward to following 

your leadership on this committee. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Frelinghuysen. 
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TACTICAL AIRCRAFT OPERATION COST 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First of all, we 
all salute the combat pilots and crews and all those who do the re-
markable work that they do each and every day. Certainly I believe 
hopefully we still have what used to be called overwhelming superi-
ority. But the second comment is I worry about what the Russians 
are doing, the Chinese are doing, the Indians are doing, the col-
laboration between those military forces. 

But I would like to focus on what was described a few minutes 
ago as the economic service life issue, particularly as we look at the 
Joint Strike Fighter. 

It is my understanding that the Navy has developed a report, 
and I think the report’s name is the Joint Program’s Total Oper-
ating Cost Affordability Report, that indicates that each flight 
flown by the Navy and the Marines F–35s will cost $31,000 in 
2029. This compares with $19,000 in current flight hour operating 
costs for the F–18s and Harriers. 

Admiral, can you outline or elaborate on these numbers and ex-
plain to the committee how worried we should be about these fig-
ures? 

Admiral PHILMAN. Sir, it is a valid worry. We are looking very 
closely at that. The CNO is very, very captured by the total owner-
ship cost in all of its platforms, end to end, manpower, flight hours, 
all the pieces and parts that go into that calculus. But that is being 
developed, the report you are talking about is being developed by 
Navair Systems Command, and I don’t think I can address it di-
rectly for you, but I will get you that answer. 

[The information follows:] 
The Navy encourages its program managers to study the total ownership costs of 

new and existing systems, and the Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) esti-
mate of JSF cost per flight hour is consistent with goal. It is not prudent to make 
conclusions on the total ownership costs of JSF based on the NAVAIR study alone. 
Navy has not yet completed operational testing of the carrier variant and flight hour 
costs are only one aspect of JSF total ownership costs. Understanding and control-
ling total ownership costs is a priority for the US Navy and we will continue to pur-
sue ways to reduce our long-term operations and support costs for all our ships and 
aircraft. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Well, I assume the Air Force is familiar 
with this study. 

General SCOTT. Sir, from a requirements perspective, no, I am 
not. I would probably say that our AF/A8, General Miller, is prob-
ably more aware of it, but I will get involved with it. I do under-
stand the O&M costs and the significant increase that we have got-
ten when we go into the F–22, F–35. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I am not setting up a potential dispute, but 
I understand there is some difference of opinion between the serv-
ices on some of the conclusions of this report. What worries me is 
that obviously we talk about delay here, and there has been some 
delay and cost overruns. We have international partners. Don’t 
they have a piece of this game here, and they have some anticipa-
tion? 

Admiral PHILMAN. They do. They are watching us very closely. 
Part of the cornerstone of the Joint Strike Fighter program is af-
fordability, and we are watching that very closely. I don’t think 
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there is a separation between the Air Force and the Navy on this 
regard, but there is—— 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. But Congress is of the view that this is 
joint, that maybe somebody will get it earlier than the other, but 
that the carrying costs are pretty heavy here. We are all for it. 

Admiral PHILMAN. Sir, I want to reiterate, it is a valid question 
and we owe you an answer. I will get you the right people to an-
swer it for you. 

General SCOTT. Sir, if I could comment on the joint piece, I will 
tell you that the CNO, the Chief, and the Commandant of the Ma-
rine Corps, went down to the Lighthouse, which is a large facility 
down in Suffolk that enables us to do things. And the things that 
they have seen to make sure that we are working on all things 
joint was that the three four-stars went down there to learn about 
the F–35, all things that were working with the umbrella, dealing 
with the connectivity, with the data links, with the weapons sys-
tems and how we will interact. 

We are really working very closely, both through the Joint Pro-
gram Office, both through the requirements piece and through the 
acquisition piece to make sure that we get this right and do these 
things together. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Well, I think we are reassured in hearing 
that. You don’t have many options out here. You have a shrinking 
industrial base, one basic line that you are going to be dependent 
on. We need to get it right and we need to expedite whatever we 
are doing. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Rothman. 
Mr. ROTHMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me echo every-

one’s sentiments about the appropriateness of acknowledging the 
passing of our friend and great chairman, Jack Murtha, a truly 
great man, great patriot, great American, and he will be missed at 
many levels. 

I also want to associate myself with the remarks of those who 
say how much they are looking forward to working with you, Mr. 
Chairman, not only because of your experience, but also because of 
your commitment to the kind of nonpartisan approach to our work 
here, as well as the kind of accessibility that has been afforded to 
each of the members to make a contribution and to learn. 

Mr. DICKS. Thank you. 

JOINT STRIKEFIGHTER CAPABILITIES 

Mr. ROTHMAN. Admiral and General, thank you for being here. 
Thank you for your distinguished careers of service, really remark-
able. I have said this before in other hearings, we hope that your 
present service will be the best work of your careers until the next 
level. But we need you to be operating at your best as well. So, 
good luck to you and all of those who work with you and under you. 

A couple of general questions, and I do understand the nature of 
this being an open hearing. Can you respond though generally to 
the capabilities of the Joint Strike Fighter versus the kinds of com-
parable aircraft that are coming out of Russia and China, in gen-
eral terms? Will our aircraft be superior? Will we have a quali-
tative military edge? 
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Admiral PHILMAN. Yes, sir. I believe that to be true. It is de-
signed from the very beginning to work into what we call an anti- 
access environment. So all the things that are resident in the air-
craft, designed in, the sensors, the weapons systems, the 
interconnectivity that was mentioned by General Scott earlier, all 
enable this aircraft to go deep and do this work at all odds. 

So, the other countries are building aircraft that are very capable 
and we keep our eye on that with good reason. So the whole system 
of systems, not only the F–35, but the Enabler, the E–2D and the 
Airborne Command Control that the Air Force has, our ships, our 
command and control over the ground, I think it all plays in. 

So from a greater standpoint, the F–35 fits into it to accommo-
date our ability to work unimpeded in almost any environment. 

General SCOTT. Sir, what I will give you is an example. The F– 
35 is very complementary to the F–22, different missions, but capa-
bility-wise and what that does. I have been a fourth generation 
kind of fighter pilot. I have flown against the F–22, and there is 
no aircraft today that matches that aircraft. And the F–35, for the 
complementary missions that it does today, will be very similar to 
that. So I am very, very satisfied that today and where we are, that 
where we can fight and do the things, we are the best. 

Mr. ROTHMAN. Obviously we are projecting the use of the Joint 
Strike Fighter many years out into the future, and I am certain 
that you have considered our potential adversary’s work in the fu-
ture as well. So they are not going to be staying at home just 
twiddling their thumbs. They are working on ways to match or 
overcome our Joint Strike Fighter. 

ELECTRONIC ATTACK AIRCRAFT 

But I know my time is limited, and it fits in with the general 
pattern and what the Admiral was saying about how it fits into the 
general whole of our air superiority. But I am very concerned about 
electronic warfare and the jamming of their systems by us and the 
acquisition of our superior aircraft at early times by our enemies 
sufficient enough to give them the opportunity to deny us air supe-
riority. That concerns me a lot. 

Are you worried about that enough, and are we doing enough to 
address what I consider to be in a way an asymmetrical threat, 
folks who don’t have aircraft like ours and other capabilities like 
ours, but can acquire us far away and at great heights and then 
knock us out? 

Admiral PHILMAN. Yes, sir. Without question the adversaries 
continue to exploit the electromagnetic spectrum at much reduced 
costs of what we do to counter their efforts. Right now, I mentioned 
that we are recapitalizing our Prowler squadrons the EA–18G. 
That is going to be 10 squadrons on the ships and four expedi-
tionary squadrons, plus the Marines. That is an excellent platform 
and has great capability. But it is only a piece of the puzzle. 

There are other parts. The Joint Strike Fighter will have resi-
dent capability to be able to work within that and contribute that 
system, as will almost every other airplane we have. We have gone 
to places. We have some very good modeling centers. The question 
was asked earlier how is this working, are you worried about this 
developmentally. We worry about what the adversary is building, 
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how they can counter us. We are trying to model their capabilities 
and then we will work our way through countering those before 
they ever even fly, making those capabilities resident in not only 
the F–35 and the EA–18G, but the rest of the force as well. I be-
lieve that is true for the Air Force. 

Mr. ROTHMAN. And your budget request for fiscal year 11 is suffi-
cient to pursue those capabilities to your satisfaction? 

Admiral PHILMAN. Yes, sir, for the Navy. 
Mr. ROTHMAN. For the Air Force as well? 
General SCOTT. Yes, sir. I will pile on to what Admiral Philman 

said. It is a family of systems. It is not one system, as you said, 
like with the fighter itself. It is how you cover that entire spec-
trum, that electronic magnetic spectrum. What we don’t want to do 
between the two and three services is to be redundant. There will 
be overlap in how we cover that spectrum. But we want to make 
sure that between the three services and the fiscal realities that 
are out there, that we have got it all covered. And I think we do 
a very good job of that with the organization that I previously men-
tioned on how we want to spend our funds to make sure that we 
are covering the spectrum today and as we look into the future. 
And in a closed session, Mr. Chairman, we could actually get into 
a lot more details about those capabilities. 

MISSION CAPABILITY RATES 

Mr. ROTHMAN. One last thing about the maintenance. You were, 
General, comparing the superior qualities of the F–22 in a certain 
way to the Joint Strike Fighter. It has been said that the low ob-
servable maintenance for the F–22 has led to substantial decreases 
in mission capability rates and that there is the same low observ-
able maintenance proposed for the F–35 and there is some concern 
about decreases in mission capability rates for the Strike Fighter. 

Do you share that view? 
General SCOTT. What I will share with you is that if you look at 

all our stealth capabilities starting with the F–117 and the B–2 
and now the F–22 and working our way to the F–35, we have al-
ways started off with lower rates. We look at it from four areas. 
We look at it from the material, the system, the management of 
that system and the manpower. And part of it just is how are we 
teaching these young men and women, these young Airmen that 
are out there that are working on this material, to enable them to 
make sure that they are doing the right things. 

We have made great strides. If you go back and look at the F– 
117 and look at the mission capable (MC) rates and the ability that 
we learned from low observable (LO) maintenance and now we are 
applying it to the F–22 and we will also apply it to the F–35, and 
we are handing those lessons learned both to the Marines and the 
Navy to make sure we don’t reinvent the wheel. 

I will tell you that the MC rates were low in the F–22. If you 
look at the trends, they have trended up. They do not currently 
meet what I will call the threshold and objectives or the Air Com-
bat Command’s MC rates. They are probably in the mid-60s. But 
they were well below that and the trend is up, and we believe we 
have reached that knee in the curve with the different places that 
we are working as we work those things. 
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There will be different issues with different places that you place 
this aircraft. Obviously Holloman Air Force Base, New Mexico is a 
great place to have these kinds of aircraft because of the environ-
ment. And there are other things we are learning from, such as the 
environment and how that dictates to the things that happened to 
those kinds of materials. 

Admiral PHILMAN. Sir, as was mentioned, the Navy is early to 
this game. The Super Hornet has some LO characteristics, but it 
is not a durable aircraft. So we are taking the lessons learned from 
the Air Force and applying it to the Navy’s F–35C. Of course we 
are going to operate in a different environment, in the maritime, 
close to the water always. We will probably see some challenges 
that weren’t there before, but we are capitalizing on every oppor-
tunity to learn from what has been done before. 

Mr. ROTHMAN. Thank you, chairman. 
Mr. DICKS. Ms. Granger. 

JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER QUANTITY 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you very much. Thank you for your service 
and thank you for your appearance today. 

You have talked about the changes in the F–35 and that you are 
planning to buy 43 for 2011. My question is, the total requirement, 
it was at 2,443. Is that still the number, or has that changed? 

General SCOTT. Ma’am, I don’t know the total requirement across 
the entire F–35. 1,763 is still the Air Force’s program of record, 
and we are planning on buying 1,763. Across the Future Years De-
fense Program (FYDP) and where we are sitting right now, we are 
67 less, but with the ramp up and where we are going to end up. 

As you well know, this is critical to the backbone of our Air 
Force. This is the replacement of the A–10 and the F–16. And as 
our Chief has said, this is the future of the fighter force of the 
United States Air Force from the global precision attack mode that 
we will be using this aircraft for. So we haven’t changed the num-
ber. 

Admiral PHILMAN. Likewise, ma’am, the F–35C in the case of the 
Navy is going to carry the water for us well into the next few dec-
ades. Our legacy aircraft will be supportive. But our program is 
680 airplanes. That has not changed in quite some time. The actual 
mix has yet to be determined. The Commandant of the Marine 
Corps and the CNO have an agreement that we will address that 
when we have enough data to make that decision. When I say the 
mix—— 

Mr. DICKS. That is both the Navy variant and the Marine Corps 
variant? 

Admiral PHILMAN. Yes, sir, that is correct. So the Department of 
the Navy is 680 aircraft. They will be divided up between the Navy 
and the Marine Corps, the F–35B, which is the STOVL version, 
and the F–35C, which is the CV version. That decision is yet to be 
made. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you very much. I know that the previous 
plan called for as many as 80 Air Force versions and 50 Navy- 
Marine Corps versions. Do you know when you will have a steady 
state annual production number? 
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General SCOTT. What we are being told is that in 2016, the ramp 
will go from 48 to 80. That was the initial ramp, the initial pro-
curement buy. And that in 2016, initially prior to the restructure 
it was 2015, and we are looking at the ramp now in 2016 to be at 
the 80 buy. 

Admiral PHILMAN. Likewise, ma’am, the restructure will cause 
some perturbation and move it to the right to some extent, but the 
steady state I think is 50 for the Navy. 

Ms. GRANGER. I am sorry, what did you say? 
Admiral PHILMAN. The steady state I think is 50, but when that 

will occur we will have to see, where there is uncertainty now with 
the restructure. But for us, for the Navy anyway, the restructure 
does allow for more logical ramp-up. So we are taking the ones that 
we are taking now in a more logical step so they can flow into test-
ing and then delivery for a fleet of airplanes in a more logical way. 
So the restructure comes at a pretty good time for the Navy. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you both. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DICKS. Ms. Kilpatrick. 

AIR DOMINANCE 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I too want to add my 
remarks in terms of just you, who you are. I have been to your dis-
trict. I know the commitment. For 30 years you have been on this 
committee. I am sure we will continue the legacy of our chairman. 
It is heavy for me this morning, I am sure it is heavy for every-
body. But thank you for your service. 

Admiral, General, good morning. It has been very instructive, 
and I have been reading yesterday evening and this morning still 
to a word, and you both have said it, air dominance. General, are 
we number one or not? 

General SCOTT. Yes, Ma’am, by far. No one comes close. 
Ms. KILPATRICK. That is what I want to hear. Admiral? 
Admiral PHILMAN. Yes, Ma’am. No question. No one else comes 

close. 
Ms. KILPATRICK. That is important, particularly in the world 

today and how we are going in Afghanistan. It is totally different, 
as you well know. 

General SCOTT. And Ma’am, I will tell you why that is important. 
Not since 1953, the Korean War, has a Soldier, Sailor, Marine or 
Airman on the ground been attacked from the air, and that is the 
air superiority that these three services give the folks on the 
ground. And it is not just soldiers. There are, as you well know, 
in Afghanistan and Iraq, all four services, to include the Coast 
Guard, are on the ground there. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. And that is important, this whole joint effort. 
And being new on the committee, just learning that and how you 
work together is awesome in my opinion. I have been to, as I men-
tioned, a few of the districts and in Iraq. I have seen the young 
men and women, 75 percent of them between 17 and 25. They are 
babies. I am a grandmom. So that is something for me, totally com-
mitted, doing their mission. 
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JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER ALTERNATE ENGINE 

I want to go back to the second engine thing of the F–35. Gen-
eral, I heard you say that F–22 was what you like for what it does. 
That is the aircraft you have flown and is superior. 

General SCOTT. I have never had the opportunity. If you can find 
a way to get me into an F–22. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Oh, you haven’t done it. I misunderstood. 
General SCOTT. No, Ma’am. I have flown against the F–22. What 

I will tell you, having flown against many a different aircraft 
across the inventory, the F–22 is without a doubt the air domi-
nance aircraft that you want supporting your troops. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. So the F–35 we are moving to in terms of the 
Joint Striker effort? 

General SCOTT. It is a complementary aircraft. If you look at 
when we take the two missions and the mission sets, the two of 
them complement each other to enable them for the joint com-
mander that is running the campaign to be able to do different 
things with the different fighters. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. I see. And together they increase that domi-
nance? 

General SCOTT. Yes, Ma’am, they do. 
Ms. KILPATRICK. Chairman Murtha always talked about the sec-

ond engine. I think this committee has put in I think it is over $1.7 
billion to begin development of that. The Department has always 
said no, they are not going to do it and really have not moved. In-
asmuch as we are in combat, it looks like forever, unfortunately, 
why? Can you speak to that? If that is over your head, if it is, just 
say that. 

Admiral PHILMAN. Ma’am, there are two different models of the 
engine. With it comes your basic sustainment, your logistics, the 
expertise to install or remove the engine and all the things that go 
with that. 

In the case of the Navy, within a very large population of air-
planes that are going to be out there for the F–35, but for us 680 
airplanes, and the way that we envision and we do operate them 
on the amphibious ships and the aircraft carriers. So keeping a 
smaller pipeline so that we can have a more skinny down logistics 
at sea, the sustainment and the types of engines we would have 
to store on the aircraft carrier, it makes the most sense for us to 
have one engine type. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. So then should this committee withdraw its 1.7 
billion in that effort and rely on you guys who we think we don’t 
know anything to move forward? 

Admiral PHILMAN. I don’t mean to insult the committee. 
Ms. KILPATRICK. I don’t mean that facetiously. I am serious. Be-

cause one thing about this Congress, they don’t understand $630 
billion to defense when we don’t have housing, health care, and 
education and other things properly funded. So we have to rear-
range dollars. I want the most. 

I am totally committed to the national defense of this country 
and to the young men and women and their superiors who protect 
us, but I think we have to be smarter as we move forward. And 
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what you just said, Admiral, and that was like a nice little 30 sec-
ond something, that was good. I am a former teacher. I received it. 

But I am concerned. I don’t know that we keep appropriating 
this if you are not going to use it. Chairman Murtha didn’t get here 
by happenstance. He was a decorated Marine, an intelligence offi-
cer. So I mean he had to have some reason to continue the funding, 
and I am wondering if we ought to continue it. 

General SCOTT. Ma’am, from the Air Force perspective, and the 
Chief talked about this with the Secretary yesterday at his hear-
ing, as we look at the cost of the second engine and we look at the 
cost of the aircraft, what we don’t want to do is decrease the 
amount of aircraft that we buy. Competition is good. But the fact 
if you look at the F–22 is a single engine, if you look at the F–18, 
it is a single engine, we have over the last 30 years done a lot of 
work with engines, and currently with what we have done with 
this particular engine, we are satisfied through the tests and where 
it is at, that this will be the engine that we want. And it is in the 
low rate initial production (LRIP) right now for the first ones that 
are coming out. 

Mr. DICKS. Will the gentlelady yield just for a second? Our staff 
has been told repeatedly by the former program manager that the 
biggest problem they had was with the engine of record. Now, I am 
new to this issue, but is that true? Are most of the problems with 
the Joint Strike Fighter with the engine? 

Admiral PHILMAN. There were issues with the engine early on, 
sir. But right now, we are beyond that. We are already receiving 
LRIP engines to be delivered to production aircraft. It is on the 
ground. The total test on the engine exceeds I believe 13,000 hours. 
So I believe the manufacturer and the program has gotten beyond 
that point. So we have a reliable engine that we can use right now. 

Mr. MORAN. The chairman is absolutely right. The program man-
ager testified to this committee it was the engine that was the 
cause of the delay. 

Admiral PHILMAN. Yes, sir. I am not sure when that testimony 
occurred. But—— 

Mr. DICKS. We are glad to hear that. We don’t want this not to 
work. But we want to know what the facts are. 

Admiral PHILMAN. To my knowledge, this engine is performing, 
and we haven’t had any airborne emergencies with the engine, and 
on-the-ground testing—— 

Mr. DICKS. Maybe that is the reason the program manager is no 
longer the program manager. Anyway, I yield back to Ms. Kil-
patrick. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. That was a good way to end that. And why is 
he not the program manager any longer? Don’t answer that. 

I will just go back and I am finished. Chairman Young men-
tioned, do we have enough fleet? Are we going to be short? Do we 
have enough war fleet to do the job? We are in a war and a half 
right now. I mean, the F–35 sounds like it is a good one, but you 
don’t want another engine. Air dominance, can we sustain it? 

General SCOTT. Yes, Ma’am. We currently have and in the plan 
with mitigation from an Air Force perspective, if you are looking 
at our fighter force structure, we are right now at what we will call 
a 2,000 number for a total aircraft inventory, approximately 1,200 
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combat coded aircraft. If you look out in the outyears, there is, as 
the Chairman has mentioned, with the Navy, there is a bathtub, 
if you want to call it that, in about 2024 of about 185 aircraft. 
There is mitigation that we are working right now. One of them 
is with the 176 F–15s to increase their length. One of them is with 
the Block 40s and Block 50s to modernize that fleet. But we look 
yearly if not daily at where we sit today and where we want to be 
in different segments of our force structure. 

We also want to make sure we have the right balance. Today we 
have eight percent fifth generation aircraft. In 2024, which is the 
segment we look at, we have 51 percent fifth generation aircraft. 
As we start looking at that capability, the fleet size, because if you 
look at what those aircraft can do compared to the fourth genera-
tion, they can do a little bit more. So do we need 4.5 F–16s? And 
we are working those analyses with our folks that do that kind of 
stuff. 

But we are trying to make sure we have the right balance in the 
fleet. And that goes with manned and unmanned as we look out 
to the outyears. But there is work that we are doing. We are at 
a medium risk, but we are satisfied that we can support the Nation 
with the fleet that we have in the United States Air Force. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. We rely on you experts, who have given your 
life and dedication to your current positions and before, to make 
those determinations. That is not what we do here at this com-
mittee. But we certainly want to be in the realm of appropriating 
what is appropriate and at the same time safe for the country. 

Thank you very much for your testimony. 
Admiral PHILMAN. Ma’am, if I could add to that from the Navy 

perspective, we have enough aircraft now to conduct our missions, 
but there is looming out there with the delay of the Joint Strike 
Fighter and as we are using up the life of our legacy Hornets, we 
are concerned about that. So we are doing everything we can to 
make sure we extend the life, use our aircraft appropriately, and 
in the case of the legacy Hornets, the A through D, down to the 
squadron level, we have a service life and management program 
where the squadron commanding officer actually allocates how the 
aircraft will be used, how many catapults and arrested landings it 
will have, what kind of particular mission they would be used on, 
so we can work our way through potential shortfalls. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Thank you. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Visclosky. 

NEXT GENERATION BOMBER 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I apologize for being late and simply would make the personal 

observation that I find myself saddened that Mr. Murtha is not 
with us obviously. It is a fundamental change as far as the work 
of the committee. 

But I appreciate your long work, your expertise, and you will do 
an excellent job, and I certainly want to be supportive in any way 
because I know also we will continue in the bipartisan fashion and 
the diligence that we have in the past, so I appreciate that very 
much. 
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I have particular concerns, gentlemen, with the alternative en-
gine. It is my understanding, and obviously the gentlewoman from 
Michigan has discussed it with you as well, that that has been cov-
ered, so I will not have specific questions except to reiterate my 
concern that I do think there is a value in competition. 

Having a concern generally about the industrial base in this 
country and the fact that some day we are not going to make any-
thing here. And whether it is the Pentagon or the Department of 
Transportation or any other agency of the government, if we only 
make one of everything, pretty soon we are not going to make any-
thing here. And I certainly want to add my voice of concern and 
to note for the record that over the last 4 years, the subcommittee 
has provided $1.7 billion for an alternative engine because of the 
importance we attach to it. 

What I would want to focus on at this point is the next genera-
tion bomber. And, General, I would like to know what the require-
ments and capability you would be looking for in that next genera-
tion. Would you anticipate it would be manned or unmanned as far 
as the vehicle? 

General SCOTT. Sir, in the manned and unmanned requirement 
that will be part of the subject that OSD is looking at. Right now, 
I would say—I don’t want to say we are agnostic, but we are wait-
ing. We believe that, other than personally, depending on what we 
do the capabilities of that aircraft, if that aircraft ends up with 
some type of nuclear mission, then I agree that it ought to be 
manned. And those will be things and those will be in the study 
as we look at it. 

But as you look at what is the capability, whether manned or un-
manned, in the realm of possibility, sir, either one of those could 
work if you start to look at those kinds of technical maturations 
and where we are at. It just depends on what we do with it. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. What is your time frame and acquisition costs? 
General SCOTT. Sir, we don’t have any acquisition costs right 

now. As you, know, you all helped us and we put some money in 
the industrial base for 2011. We are looking at this study to affect 
2012, but we are looking at fiscal 2013 to start working the aegis 
of where we are going to go with this particular program and the 
requirements that we have looked at. 

MODERNIZATION OF LEGACY BOMBERS 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. And can I ask you about modernization require-
ments for the existing bomber fleet and what you anticipate that 
looks like over the coming 2 to 5 years? 

General SCOTT. Because of the ability to continue the B–1 and 
the B–2 and the B–52, we kind of look at it in four realms: how 
are we going to sustain it; the lethality of the aircraft; the respon-
siveness of the aircraft; and the survivability of the aircraft. Of 
those three aircraft, bomber sustainment and modernization fund-
ing over the FYDP totals $5.8 billion with approximately $1.2 bil-
lion for both the B-1 and B-52 and $3.4 billion for the B-2. 

As we look at the different things as we sustain lethality, one of 
the things we want to look at on these bombers is advanced tar-
geting pods. Can we put those kinds of things on these bombers? 
Greater modernization on the B–2. The defense management sys-
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tems on the B–2. Some of the connectivity as we look at analogue 
versus digital, the B–52, the B–1, and those three bomber fleet that 
we are looking at, we want them to have that beyond-line-of-sight 
capability as so they are sitting here working with the satellites, 
they can talk with the different aircraft that are in the air. 

So we are aggressively looking at those three aircraft in the mod-
ernization program across the FYDP. That is part of our phase, be-
cause we look at the phase of what I will call long-range strike. We 
want to sustain the legacy fleet that we have as we start looking 
at the tech maturization of what will be. And then we also want 
to start looking at the standoff capabilities. 

In phase two, then, we are hopefully into a long-range strike ca-
pability standoff bombers. We might start looking at that point, is 
there a possibility of retiring? And then we get into the phase three 
where we have the long-range persistent strike platform. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Thank you very much. 
And again, I do have a serious concern about that alternative en-

gine issue. 
Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. 
Mr. DICKS [presiding]. I will yield to Mr. Hinchey. But let me ask 

one question. The B–2 can penetrate. And the others basically have 
to stand off. You use long-range cruise missiles. In looking at the 
next generation, wouldn’t the ability to penetrate still be an impor-
tant issue whether it is manned or unmanned? 

General SCOTT. Sir, from the Air Force perspective, we believe 
that this aircraft needs to be a long-range persistent and anti-ac-
cess environment platform. In other words, it needs to penetrate 
into the anti-access environment. That is the requirement. We 
want it to be survivable. We want it to have the right range and 
payload to be able to get into the environment of the anti-access 
environment. Those are the requirements we have stated. 

Mr. DICKS. Is $200 million enough money to get it together doing 
the work that they have been doing, or should there be additional 
money added by the Congress? 

General SCOTT. Sir, currently talking with the industrial base, 
$200 million will cover that. I would say any additional amount 
will—— 

Mr. DICKS. How much did we have in 2010? 
General SCOTT. Sir, can’t get into that. 
Mr. DICKS. That is right. It is classified. 
General SCOTT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Hinchey. 

COMBAT SEARCH AND RESCUE HELICOPTER 

Mr. HINCHEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
And I want to express my appreciation and gratitude to you for 

taking over the responsibility of this very important subcommittee 
here. And it is a great pleasure for me to be with you, and I thank 
you for everything that you are doing. 

Gentlemen, I thank you also very much. 
I wanted to just mention the combat search-and-rescue helicopter 

program which was terminated by Secretary Gates sometime late 
last year as I remember. And I am wondering if there is any under-
standing of the need for that program. Is there going to be any ini-
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tiatives that are going to be reinvigorating it? Starting it up again? 
The context of its use presently, as I understand it, there are a 
number of these that are being used for rescue operations in the 
context of Afghanistan right now. 

And I just wonder if you have any insight on this and what you 
think the next move is going to be. 

General SCOTT. Sir, you are right. The Resource Management 
Decision (RMD) 800 terminated CSAR-X. What it did not terminate 
is the mission itself. There are studies that are being done by Joint 
Forces Command on combat search and rescue. The Air Force has 
the combat search and rescue piece of that. All services have the 
search and rescue capabilities out there. It is the ability that the 
Air Force has to go into a lethal environment and hostile environ-
ment. 

The program of record is 112. There are currently, as of today, 
I believe it is 96. We are going to buy back to the 112, get our oper-
ational loss aircraft and get ourselves—there are four in the 2010 
budget, and we are planning on in the program to continue that 
to get ourselves back to 112. 

With that Air Combat Command, is relooking at the analysis of 
alternatives, and what is the next generation helicopter if we are 
going to look at that? We are also working with AT&L through an 
acquisition decision memorandum to recapitalize the fleet with the 
current aircraft that we are getting, which is the HH–60M, which 
is a current line that the Army has with their Blackhawks. 

So we are working very closely with AT&L through the AQ folks, 
Major General Randy Fullhart and myself. And we are working 
with ACC on the requirements. But you are right. The dwell time 
on these young men and women, and it is not just the aviators in 
the front; it is the guardian angels in the back that are doing God’s 
work is what I will tell you. Because it really isn’t right now just 
all search and rescue. It is medivacs. It is that golden hour rule 
that we live by to make sure that we can get that young man and 
young woman on the ground to a facility within 60 minutes, and 
they are meeting that requirement and doing that job superbly. 

Mr. HINCHEY. So the content of this material is available readily 
now, and it is in enough—— 

Mr. DICKS. Congressman Hinchey, would you pull your mike up 
closer? 

Mr. HINCHEY. The availability of these are standard now, and 
there is a level that is meeting the necessities, the requirements 
and specifically with regard to the circumstances that we are expe-
riencing in Afghanistan, but also in Iraq to some extent. I assume 
that there are enough of these now, and there is a study going on 
I assume to figure out what is going to be the next move on this 
issue? 

General SCOTT. Yes, sir, we are meeting the requirement. What 
I will tell you, though, is the dwell time for these young men and 
women is as high as any dwell time we have in the Air Force. It 
is about a one-to-one dwell time. For some of them, it is even a lit-
tle worse, about .98, and others it is about 1:2. But that doesn’t 
count those at the 1:2 dwell time that deploy to Korea and other 
places that they do. 
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We are looking at, is there a need, or do we restructure and re-
balance this force structure in a way that the active component and 
the ARC component how we share that wealth with the dwell time. 
So we are working that. ACC is working the new AOA, the analysis 
of alternatives, to see if the requirement is better. And the R&D 
left, I believe, about $2.6 billion in it to get us operational. And we 
are also working on the recapitalization on the rest of the fleet. 

Mr. HINCHEY. Thank you very much. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Tiahrt. 

LIGHT ATTACK AIRCRAFT 

Mr. TIAHRT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
You look good in that suit. You got my vote. 
I have one concern. I picked up in the light attack platform, ISR 

platform, that currently, we have the TA6—T6A, excuse me, which 
has over a million hours on the airframe. We are in flight test 
starting in the first week of March. It has a light attack platform 
with ISR capabilities. 

But I found out that there is a program now where the Navy is 
leasing a Super Tucano; in fact, they are leasing four of them for 
$11 million a year. And the T6A platform only costs $10 million. 
So why are we spending a million dollars more to lease the aircraft 
for 1 year when we could purchase an American aircraft for less 
money? 

And I have to tell you, Wichita, where I come from, is the air 
capital of the world. We have over 20,000 aircraft workers laid off. 
This platform would get about 800 of them back to work. I am 
hard-pressed to find it acceptable for us to lease aircraft from Bra-
zilians, from Embraer, when we have an American platform that 
exceeds the capability. And I am very concerned about the way this 
is progressing with the lease. The lease goes outside the competi-
tive process. And I think we would have a better chance based on 
the lease cost of winning a competitive bid. 

I guess what I would like to know is, why are we pursuing this 
lease when we have an American capability available? And why are 
we going outside the procurement process and using a lease when 
we could have a fair and open competition? 

Admiral PHILMAN. Thank you, sir. 
I have actually toured all of those lines out there, and I commend 

the people in Wichita. That is very impressive. You are speaking 
of Imminent Fury, which was a project that started I think in 
2007. The Secretary of the Navy was touring the Middle East, and 
he asked the Special Operations Forces, what is it that you need 
that you don’t have now? And they roughly defined the characteris-
tics of a light attack airplane with some sort of ISR and special 
configurations. That became what is known as Imminent Fury, and 
phase one, which is a CONUS-based testing, and we are about to 
go into what is called phase two, which is combat verification. 

Those airplanes are leased, because that was the airplane that 
was available at the time. The T6B certainly is a very nice air-
plane, but it wasn’t quite ready just yet. 

As they go into the combat verification, that will be competed. 
That doesn’t exclude any capable aircraft from being considered for 
that combat validation, sir. So I don’t have any—right now those 
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aircraft are on lease, and that will be the plan, but that does not 
mean it will not be competed. As a matter of fact, we insist that 
it be competed. 

General SCOTT. And when he says ‘‘those aircraft’’—the aircraft. 
There is currently only one aircraft on lease. The other four right 
now are not on lease. Those will compete with the Navy Acquisition 
Program. The initial Imminent Fury aircraft back in 2008 time 
frame basically for what they needed to validate the mission as 
they were going forward, the particular aircraft that met that was 
the Super Tucano. 

Mr. TIAHRT. So you were trying to validate the mission, not the 
aircraft? Or the capability, not the aircraft? 

Admiral PHILMAN. That is correct, sir. What is it that can bring 
instant command and control or instant support to the Special Op-
erations Forces? What kind of equipment would be on the aircraft? 
And you figure out this would work; this would not work. Make a 
different modification. That is the concept, sir. 

Mr. TIAHRT. And it is your intent to competitively bid the follow- 
on? 

Admiral PHILMAN. The follow-on will be competitively bid in the 
acquisition process. Yes, sir. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER ALTERNATE ENGINE 

Mr. DICKS. The famous JSF Stealth business case analysis, is it 
finally here? Do we have a case on the alternate engine much tout-
ed by Secretary Gates? We understand that it may have arrived. 
Can you summarize or tell us what is in this business case analysis 
on the alternate engine. 

General SCOTT. No, sir, but I will get it for the record for you. 
I have not seen it, but we will make sure that I get it for you. 

[The information follows:] 
The Joint Strike Fighter Engine cost/Benefit Analysis update was provided by 

Deputy Secretary of Defense to Chairman Dicks on February 23, 2010. 

Mr. DICKS. Do we know who did it? 
General SCOTT. No, sir, I do not. 
Mr. DICKS. Was it a contractor, or somebody in the government, 

or do you know? 
Admiral PHILMAN. We will have to get that. I don’t know who did 

it. 
Mr. DICKS. Do you know about this if there was a business case? 

The question fundamental—one of the major issues between the 
administration and the Congress, wouldn’t you know about this? 

General SCOTT. I don’t know if we would know it from the re-
quirements perspective, because as we state and we work through 
the Joint Capability Integration and Development System (JCIDS) 
process, I would believe that Major General Jay Lindell, who is the 
SAF/AQP who works the acquisition piece of the F–35, would have 
a better idea, and I can get with Jay and talk to him. 

Mr. DICKS. We want you to look at this. 
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General SCOTT. Yes, sir, we will look at this, and we will get you 
the information we know that that has been brought up by several 
members. 

[The information follows:] 
Yes, a cost analysis was conducted by the Director of Program Analysis and Eval-

uation (PA&E), now called Cost Analysis and Program Evaluation (CAPE), within 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

The analysis concluded that there would be no net cost benefits/savings from dual 
source competition. Specifically, the analysis considered three categories of costs as-
sociated with maintaining two engine producers: 

1. Non-recurring development: The non-recurring Research & Development invest-
ment required for a second engine source is approximately $2.5 billion. 

2. Production cost: The analysis concluded that splitting the production buys be-
tween two sources would result in an increase in production costs. This is due to 
3 factors: (1) learning curve effect is reduced when significantly fewer units are pro-
duced by each source, resulting in production cost increases of approximately $700 
million; (2) fixed costs are amortized over fewer units for each source: (3) cost of 
outsourced items increases due to fewer units for each source. The PA&E (CAPE) 
analysis concluded that more than a 20% competition cost benefit would be required 
to recover the non-recurring development cost and the additional production cost. 
This is consistent with the 1998 Program Management Advisory Group (PMAG) as-
sessment that savings of 16% to 22% would be required to recover the added costs 
of maintaining two sources. PA&E (CAPE) found that Department of Defense experi-
ence does not support this magnitude of savings. 

3. Support cost: The analysis concluded that maintaining two engine suppliers 
would result in an increase in support costs. These engines are not build-to-print 
designs. Although both engines are designed to have identical external interfaces to 
the aircraft that make them interchangeable, the two internal designs are almost 
completely different. Additional support costs would fall into 4 primary categories: 
(1) Spare parts—Most of the engine parts are unique, including the fans, turbines, 
combustors and compressors. This requires establishment of two separate spare 
pipelines both in the fleet and at the depots. (2) Organization (Fleet) level repair— 
The configuration differences drive additional training and tools for fleet mainte-
nance personnel. (3) Depot level repair—Two separate depot capabilities would need 
to be stood up. This drives additional non-recurring costs and additional recurring 
unit repair costs since each repair line would handle fewer units. (4) Engine up-
grades and imporvenents—Future modifications for reliability improvements, safety 
enhancements and obsolescence management would need to be done on two different 
engines, driving additional recurring and non-recurring costs. 
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JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER STATUS 

Mr. DICKS. Tell us about the Navy variant and the Marine Corps 
variant. How they are doing on Joint Strike Fighter? We have been 
getting the review of each of these programs, and General Scott 
can talk about the Air Force variant. 

Admiral PHILMAN. Okay, sir. For the Marine Corps the F–35B, 
known as the STOVL version, we have three of those aircraft at 
Pax River right now, and they are beginning the test. So we are 
learning more. You might have heard issues about the exhaust or 
the downward plume, because it has—not only does the exhaust 
turn down, it has a lift fan in the center of the aircraft so it can 
do the vertical landings. There was some concern about the heat 
and how it might affect the flight deck of the amphibious ships. So 
that testing is being done. 

It is called the hover pit testing where they strap the airplane 
down and simulate the landing. Early report is that it is going to 
be okay. We have tested with coated and noncoated surfaces and 
various combinations to make sure that we understand how this 
aircraft would perform on the amphibious ships. We are also going 
to look at the blast and other aspects of the environmentals. 

We believe that is going to be okay. The Marines are holding to 
their 2012 IOC. The testing will come and prove that out. 

For the Navy version, it is the F–35C. A little bigger airplane, 
it has folding wings, tail hook, and launches and recovers from the 
aircraft carrier. A larger bomb bay. By comparison, because of the 
configuration of the airplane, the B is a little bit smaller, and of 
course, it has other mechanisms in there which is the lift fan and 
the other nozzles. So it has less fuel capacity. So if you want to 
compare the F–35B range one way and then back, is about 450 
miles, whereas the Navy version, the C model, is 650 miles. 

So we only have one C that has been constructed just now, so 
we are the last in line. The Air Force—actually the B, the Marines 
are first, then the Air Force and then the Navy. And so we have 
a little bit of a luxury of gaining the learning that has been done 
before we build into the Navy aircraft. The downside is that we are 
last, so we are having a struggle with our existing fleet. 

General SCOTT. Sir, we are very similar with our testing. As you 
know, in the testing phase, you will do some pull testing, where 
you are sitting there checking all the qualities and capabilities. 
And then we will work into the ground testing phase of the pro-
gram, where we complete specifically designed ground tests for the 
aircraft. Some of it is just taxiing, and some of it is working 
around. And then the air testing, and we have just gotten into the 
air portion of that. I think we are about six months into that. 

So as you look at the capabilities of the aircraft, it is meeting all 
of the timelines. The unfortunate piece goes back to what we talked 
about, is that the schedule of those aircraft has not been as fast. 
So we are not as far along as we would like to be in the SDD phase 
of testing for the aircraft. But with the portions of the testing that 
we have done on the air and the ground, we are satisfied with 
where we are at. This is where we are sitting today as we look at 
those kinds of things and where we are at. 
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Mr. DICKS. That is exactly what I wanted you to do. And is 
there—I would assume that some people are going to say, shouldn’t 
you slow this down and take more time in development? I think 
that is exactly what you are going to do, and then slow down the 
acquisition of—— 

General SCOTT. Sir, I think that is exactly what the restruc-
turing has done, is when we took the ramp, and we streamlined it 
down from 2015 at 80 and the other things we were doing and we 
decreased the number over the FYDP of 122 aircraft, we have said 
we are going to do in the RDT&E phase and the SDD phase; we 
are going to get through this. We are going to add aircraft to this 
phase to make sure that we get this part right. Obviously, if you 
don’t get that right and you just push it into the next phase, it just 
dominoes. 

So there is lots of concurrency in this program. We will, prior to 
milestone C, have started LRIP, and we will start having aircraft 
because we are able to do that with the ability of this particular 
aircraft. But we have slowed it down to make sure we are on the 
right track through the OSD’s restructuring. 

Mr. DICKS. I am going to give another chance, but I want to go 
to Mr. Bishop, who has not had a chance to question. 

TACTICAL AIRCRAFT INDUSTRIAL BASE 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
I apologize, I had some conflicting meetings this morning. But let 

me go back. I understand that you already touched on the question 
of whether or not the tactical aircraft industrial base might be com-
promised with the trend that we are going with the tactical aircraft 
residing in the hands of just the Joint Strike Fighter Program that 
our industrial base might arguably be shrinking, which might jeop-
ardize our future. 

Admiral Philman, we just got with a single contractor, which I 
understand where we are now, provided virtually all the tactical 
aircraft after completion of the F–18 program, in a few years, are 
you really concerned or don’t you think it is logical that our indus-
trial base will shrink to the point that we might be in jeopardy? 

General SCOTT. Sir, I think, as we look across where we are 
going, and as we talked earlier with the sixth generation, next gen-
eration air dominance aircraft, and that is out there in the future, 
and that will compete. The other thing is to realize that the indus-
trial base, the prime contractor is only one piece of that. Within 
that prime contractor, there are major subcontractors that are 
doing many of the different parts on the F–35. So as they work— 
as the industrial base has changed with numerous contractors that 
we used to have, a lot of them have been subsumed by the larger 
contractors. 

So we are concerned. We are working that with a long-range per-
sistent strike with the funds that you all gave us to enable us to 
keep moving on those kinds of things. And many of the things that 
are in the long-range persistent strike platform industrial base will 
apply because of the qualities of low deliverable and what we are 
looking at across the spectrum. So I think there is concern, but I 
think we are working with the industry partners to make sure that 
we are doing the right thing. 
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Admiral PHILMAN. Likewise, sir, for the F–18, our last aircraft 
that we are buying Es, Fs and Gs through fiscal year 2013 for de-
livery in 2015. That is a line that is hot, and we can capitalize on 
it. 

As the Joint Strike Fighter line matures and as we understand 
it better, and as was mentioned by General Scott, what is the next 
generation? The sixth generation of the air dominance platform 
and those people who design aircraft, who know how to build them, 
I believe they will be focusing on that with some confidence. 

AIRCRAFT OPEN SYSTEM ARCHITECTURE 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 
I want to ask you something about open systems architecture. 

The combat systems on the surface combatant ships and sub-
marines, we are moving toward an open systems architecture, and 
we are told some advantages, such as cost, capability, and ease of 
modernization. 

Admiral Philman, the majority of the Navy’s sea-based combat 
systems are moving into an open architecture environment. Do you 
see the same thing in your combat aircraft systems? If not, does 
the Navy have a plan for moving towards open architecture for the 
combat aircraft? And would this save money in the long run? 

General Scott, are the Air Force’s combat aircraft operating 
under open systems architecture? If so, tell us. If not, why not? 

Mr. DICKS. Would the gentleman yield? Tell us what an open 
system architecture is first and then answer his question. 

Admiral PHILMAN. Well, that specific term is probably open for 
debate as well. But the way I understand it is that you have a 
sphere of where we move information around, and anybody can 
enter it through whatever system. Eventually, we will have to have 
more modern and sophisticated systems that are already plug and 
play. In the meantime, we need to understand better how existing 
systems can plug in. 

I like to use a three-prong plug-in to be an example. UL verifies 
it, and you plug it in, and you have electricity. So if the systems 
that we have today, which we are already invested in and are im-
portant to our warfighting capability, as we build this larger archi-
tecture, they have to be compatible. As a matter of fact, for the F– 
35 specifically, the three services, the Chief of Staff of the Air 
Force, the Chief of Naval Operations and the Marine Corps all col-
lectively went down to the center for—known as the Lighthouse, 
the Center For Innovation in Chesapeake specifically to better un-
derstand how the F–35, which is going to be the best sensor that 
we have right now, at least from the aviation platform; how does 
it integrate into the rest of the system, the ships, other aircraft, 
and all the things that are involved in land and space? So they are 
very, very focused on it. 

Now, I will tell you that the CNO has restructured the staff, our 
new N2N6, which is the Deputy Chief of Operations for Informa-
tion Dominance; that is his focus area. That is what he and his 
whole staff do. 

Anyway, a little bit of a definition and where we are, I think the 
Navy has certainly devoted itself to open architecture. It will have 
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to be in the future. And as you alluded to, if we do it correctly, we 
will be able to be more efficient and save money in the long run. 

General SCOTT. Sir, and it is not just an Air Force system and 
a Navy system and a Marine system and an Army system. The one 
thing that—we were very involved in setting this meeting up down 
at the Lighthouse. We did bring the Army in, too. And the Army 
is part of this systems of systems and the open architecture so, as 
we look at this umbrella, we can end up all talking to each other 
without anybody listening to us. And we can do it in an anti-access 
environment, and we can do it in a passive environment. 

If you start looking at where we could be with our aircraft, if you 
are active and you transmit in this architecture, you no longer are 
invisible. And no one is invisible, but you just radiated. We have 
got to figure that out, and that is one of the things that the three 
Chiefs went down to the Lighthouse, working with the industry 
partner there, is, how do we create this umbrella of open architec-
ture enabling what I call the kill chain? And the kill chain does not 
start with a missile hitting an aircraft or a bomb hitting the 
ground; it starts well before that as you start working through this 
with these wave forms through these platforms to enable that indi-
vidual. 

The lucky guy that gets to fly that aircraft really is involved in 
a whole lot of architecture out there that is making those kinds of 
things happen. And we are really involved in it, because we have 
seen that we haven’t been as interoperable as we needed to be. A 
platform can’t talk to a platform, so we build a gateway enabling 
them to talk to each other. We need to get away from gateways. 
We will probably have them for a while, but we need to make sure 
that F–35s talk to F–18s, talk to F–16s, talk to Aegis Cruisers, talk 
to the AOC Air Operations Center, talk to the entire systems of 
systems so that, as I need to pass information to you, I have the 
ability to do that as quickly as the speed of light so you can then 
prosecute the attack. 

And I hope that makes sense, but we are working really hard 
jointly to do this in a correct manner through all four services, be-
cause the ground guy needs to have this information. 

COUNTERING ELECTRONIC ATTACK 

Mr. DICKS. Thank you. Mr. Young. 
Oh, let me go back to this countering electronic attack. 
Admiral Philman, does the Department have a requirement to 

address these issues? This isn’t just about our aircraft but also our 
munitions. What is the Department doing to address electronic at-
tack on our munitions? GPS, you know, the whole thing. 

Admiral PHILMAN. Through the satellites or the systems that the 
Air Force have, we are working closely with them in the informa-
tion dominance. I mentioned earlier our N2N6, they are taking this 
on so that we understand better what those jamming possibilities 
are, how they affect individual weapons or the system of weapons. 
So it is very serious. The adversary is able to take our very sophis-
ticated weapons and negate them with a very small investment, 
and we don’t like that. I think we are moving forward. I don’t have 
the—— 
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Mr. DICKS. Do you think we are overly reliant on GPS weapons 
systems? 

Admiral PHILMAN. I don’t believe so. Those are complementary 
weapons systems. They get us into the ballpark in certain situa-
tions. But terminal guidance is part and parcel of many of our 
more sophisticated weapons. You put more than one seeker on it. 
You have a GPS that gets you into the targeting area, and then 
there is more refined targeting, either through imaging or other 
ways to get the final solution. 

Mr. DICKS. General Scott, do you have anything on this? 
General SCOTT. Nothing to add. In another venue, I would like 

to bring back to you at a higher level some of the capabilities that 
we do have in that environment. 

EA–18G GROWLER AIRCRAFT 

Mr. DICKS. How is the Growler doing? The F–18 Growler? 
Admiral PHILMAN. It is doing great, sir. The first two squadrons 

have transitioned. We IOC-ed last year, and they are on schedule. 
They are delivering on time, and they are performing very well. 

As you might know, we were plussed up by 26 aircraft this year 
because we were going to take the expeditionary squadrons and de-
commission them, but it was determined that that mission was 
very, very important to not only the Navy but to the whole Joint 
Force and to the country. So we are extending the life of the Prowl-
ers for about 2 more years as we transition those four expedi-
tionary squadrons into the 18G. And then we will have 10 on the 
aircraft carrier. But they are performing well. 

P–8A POSEIDON AIRCRAFT 

Mr. DICKS. What about the P–8A? How is that doing? 
Admiral PHILMAN. That is doing well, too. We rolled the first air-

plane last June. And we have two—well, it is going to be three fly-
ing test articles and two that are stress articles. We are looking for 
an IOC in 2013, and looking at milestone C sometime this summer, 
and then we will go on contract. 

Mr. DICKS. There has been a lot of discussion about replacing 
AWACS, JSTARS, a whole series of airplanes. Would this aircraft 
we are using for the P–8A be a candidate aircraft for a replacement 
of these other systems? 

General SCOTT. Sir, currently the Air Combat Command is doing 
what I will call a Ground Moving Target Indicator, Analysis of Al-
ternatives. The Initial Capabilities Document (ICD) came through 
the Air Force Requirements Oversight Council (AFROC), proved 
through the studies down at Capes, and we are looking at all capa-
bilities to look at that particular platform from a GMTI. 

Subsequently, while we go through that, and that will take prob-
ably into the summer of 2011, we have a study going on through 
a partner that is looking at other capabilities that we can do in the 
interim. As we look at MQ–9s, can we put a pod on an MQ–9? Be-
cause one of the Combatant Commander’s needs in Afghanistan 
and Iraq is a dismount capability. A slower speed as we look at 
those capabilities and being able to pick up you or me walking on 
the ground. We are working closely with that from an urgent oper-
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ational need on an MQ–9 or a platform of that sort to enable us 
in the interim. 

If you ask, is the P–8 Analysis of Alternatives in the study that 
ACC is doing, I am sure that will be part of the analysis. We will 
look at the current E–8 and what we need do with that. We will 
look at the P–8. We will look at, is there something that we can 
do with Global Hawk and all the other things they will bring to us? 

F–22 RELIABILITY 

Mr. DICKS. On the reliability on the F–22. The F–22 was to have 
at least 3 hours meantime between maintenance. What is the time 
now? 

General SCOTT. Sir, that is going to change a KPP, a Key Per-
formance Parameter, in the document. And to do that, they are 
looking at changing that. And I don’t want to get into exactly what 
they are going to do, but it is probably going to decrease. But they 
will bring that to the Air Force Requirement Oversight Council be-
cause that is a change. It will probably decrease. They are looking 
at somewhere between 1.5 and 3. And I will bring that back to you. 
That will come to the March AFROC, which I will chair, and I will 
get that back to you. 

Mr. DICKS. This is still improving, right? We are getting better? 
General SCOTT. Yes, sir, we are getting better. 
Mr. DICKS. Any other questions? 
Mr. Tiahrt. 

LIGHT ATTACK AIRCRAFT 

Mr. TIAHRT. Going back to the Imminent Fury, there is an exist-
ing program going on now that the National Guard is doing for a 
light attack aircraft. And I want to look at combining those efforts. 
So I just wanted you to be aware of that, because I think we may 
have a program that is already ongoing that is similar to what you 
are pursuing under this Imminent Fury. 

General SCOTT. Sir, not from the Imminent Fury, but from the 
Air National Guard piece, since that runs with the Air Force, we 
know that, and we are working congruently on all things light-at-
tack armed reconnaissance. Whether it is the Imminent Fury, the 
A–26B demonstration that the Air National Guard is working, as 
you know, and we briefed your delegation yesterday on the light- 
attack armed reconnaissance the Air Force is looking at for build-
ing partnership capacity and the Afghan, the light air support air-
craft that they need, and they are looking forward to increase their 
capability in their Air Force. 

Mr. TIAHRT. What I am picking up is some of the folks in the 
Navy, Admiral, are sort of stiff-arming one company and embracing 
the other. And I am not—I am very concerned about American 
workers right now, and I think all of us are. And I just want to 
make sure, as this moves forward, why don’t we look at the joint 
capability and what we are already doing with the Guard and 
make sure that we don’t exclude somebody from the whole process. 

Admiral PHILMAN. No, sir. And we want to learn from any 
projects that are going on that can inform the process needs to be 
used. And if I can find out who is being noncooperative, I would 
take care of that and follow up on that, sir. 
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Mr. TIAHRT. Thank you very much. 
Mr. DICKS. Thank you gentlemen. This was a very good and pro-

ductive hearing. 
And the Committee stands adjourned until 2 o’clock tomorrow 

when we will have a closed hearing on Fort Hood. 
[CLERK’S NOTE.—Questions submitted by Mr. Dicks and the an-

swers thereto follow:] 

ACES 5 EJECTION SEAT 

Question. Congress provided $5.6 million in FY09 and $1.6 million in FY10 to 
qualify and test the ACES 5 seat. The FY10 National Defense Authorization Act 
conference report encourages the Air Force to consider the ACES 5 as a second 
source for the F–35 program. 

Please provide the committee with the current status of the appropriated funds 
intended for this purpose, including your estimated timetable for putting this fund-
ing on contract to qualify the seat? 

Answer. For the Fiscal Year 2009 Advanced Concept Ejection Seat (ACES) $5.6M 
Congressional add, the Air Force executed approximately $1.1M for testing and an 
ejection seat cost benefit analysis that compared the ACES II and ACES 5. A second 
analysis to study cost savings and benefits of ACES 5 for the F–35 is being consid-
ered and will cost an additional $500,000. Finally, the Air Force is planning to move 
the remaining Fiscal Year 2009 and Fiscal Year 2010 funds to an existing Navy con-
tract. Once complete, the Fiscal Year 2009 funds should be obligated and on con-
tract within two months and the Fiscal Year 2010 funds shortly thereafter. These 
funds would be used to conduct ACES 5 qualification and testing. 

Question. Please describe the substantial savings and benefits associated with 
qualifying and testing the ACES 5 ejection seat, including any acquisition and life- 
cycle maintenance savings, as well as any readiness, training, and safety benefits 
to the Air Force? 

Answer. While a recently completed cost benefit analysis showed the cost benefit 
of an ACES 5 would not overcome upfront costs, ACES 5 would provide several ben-
efits. An increased safe ejection envelope over the ACES II is the most substantial 
benefit. The safety improvements would result from key updates such as integrated 
limb restraints and passive head and neck protection. With these enhancements, the 
ACES 5 could effectively prevent injuries, especially those caused by limb flail. 
Other benefits of the ACES 5 include reduced maintenance burden and improved 
aircraft availability. All aircraft that use ACES II would realize savings with an 
ACES 5 due to reduced maintenance, but upfront costs required for ACES 5 devel-
opment, qualification, and procurement are not recovered by maintenance savings. 

[CLERK’S NOTE.—End of questions submitted by Mr. Dicks.] 
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 2010. 

FORT HOOD 

WITNESSES 

GENERAL CARTER HAM, UNITED STATES ARMY, ADVISOR TO THE 
INDEPENDENT REVIEW 

BRIGADIER GENERAL RICHARD W. THOMAS, ASSISTANT SURGEON 
GENERAL (FORCE PROTECTION) OFFICE OF THE SURGEON GEN-
ERAL 

INTRODUCTION 

Mr. DICKS. The committee will come to order. I would like to rec-
ognize the Ranking Member, Congressman Young, for a motion. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, I move that those portions of the 
hearing today which involve sensitive material be held in executive 
session because of the sensitivity of the material to be discussed. 

Mr. DICKS. All those in favor, say aye. 
Those opposed. 
The ayes have it. The motion is agreed to. So ordered. Thank you 

Mr. Young. 

CHAIRMAN DICKS’ OPENING STATEMENT 

Today the Defense Appropriations Subcommittee will receive tes-
timony from General Carter Ham, U.S. Army, Advisor to the Inde-
pendent Review of the Fort Hood shooting, and Brigadier General 
Richard W. Thomas, an Army physician who serves as the Assist-
ant Surgeon General, Force Protection, Office of the Surgeon Gen-
eral. 

On November 5, 2009, Major Nadal Malik Hasan, U.S. Army, en-
tered the Army base at Fort Hood, Texas and opened fire on a 
group of fellow soldiers. Before he could be stopped by law enforce-
ment officers, Hasan fatally shot 13 members of the U.S. Army and 
injured 43 others, most of them military personnel. The alleged 
gunman, Army Major Nadal Hasan, is an Active Duty Army psy-
chiatrist. He has been charged under article 118 of the Uniform 
Code of Military Justice with 13 counts of premeditated murder, 
and, under article 80 of the Uniform Code, with 43 counts of at-
tempted premeditated murder. 

I am troubled by the circumstances that led to the shooting. In 
part, it appears that this may have been the result of military offi-
cers not following existing policies and procedures. Specifically, 
there are numerous stories in the press that the alleged shooter’s 
superiors failed to document and take action because of the nega-
tive information in his official record. 

We have questions. Why did it happen? Could it have been pre-
vented? Was the response adequate? Are the needed resources 
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available to care for the Fort Hood community? More importantly, 
we all share the same intent to ensure that everything possible is 
done so that this does not happen again. 

Gentlemen, we look forward to your testimony and to a spirited, 
informative question-and-answer question. 

Now, before we hear your testimony, I would like to call on the 
Ranking Member, Mr. Young, for his comments. 

OPENING REMARKS OF MR. YOUNG 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much, and I want to 
welcome our very distinguished guests. I usually am very pleased 
with the hearings that we have and the information that we gain 
about the defense of our Nation and the support of our troops. 
Today, I am not sure that we are going to be really happy to hear 
what we are going to hear, because we are dealing with a tragic 
incident, discussing one of our own servicemen who took the lives 
of 13 of his fellow soldiers. I know that weighs heavily on your 
mind, as it does all of us, and we are not suggesting or pointing 
the blame at anybody at this point, but we do have questions. 

The facts surrounding the incident appear to be clear, but the 
breakdowns and the gaps that allowed it to happen are still being 
examined, and I am sure you are anxious to get to the bottom of 
that, as we are, and whatever steps that should be taken to pre-
vent a tragedy like from this happening again. 

So I thank you for your efforts and look forward to your testi-
mony. We are anxious to learn as much as we can about this. So 
thank you very much. 

Mr. DICKS. General Ham, you may proceed with your statement. 

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF GENERAL HAM 

General HAM. Thank you Mr. Chairman and Congressman 
Young. Members of the committee, it is indeed an honor to appear 
before you today to discuss the findings and recommendations of 
the Department of Defense Independent Review relating to Fort 
Hood. Joining me today is Brigadier General Thomas, Army Assist-
ant Surgeon General for Force Protection. 

As the Chairman indicated, on November 5, 2009, a gunman 
opened fire at Fort Hood. Thirteen people were killed, 43 others 
wounded. It is important to remember that we extend our deepest 
sympathy to the families of the fallen, to those wounded, to their 
families, and all those touched by this tragic event. Indeed, one of 
the underlying principles guiding our efforts in conducting the re-
view that we are here to discuss was that those of who are privi-
leged to participate in this process felt an obligation to speak for 
the 13 fallen who are no longer here to speak for themselves. 

Following the shooting, Secretary Gates established the Depart-
ment of Defense Independent Review related to Fort Hood and ap-
pointed Admiral Vern Clark, United States Navy, Retired, and the 
Honorable Togo West to co-chair this effort. Since Admiral Clark 
and Secretary West could not be with you here today, as one of the 
senior military officers who participated in the review, I am 
pleased to be here as their representative. 
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Events such as the Fort Hood shooting raise questions about how 
best to defend against threats posed by the external influences op-
erating on members of our military community. The challenge for 
the Department of Defense is to prepare more effectively in a con-
stantly changing security environment. It is with this challenge in 
mind that Secretary Gates directed the Independent Review to as-
sess whether there are programs, policies, or procedural weak-
nesses within the Department of Defense that create 
vulnerabilities to the health and safety of our service members, our 
DoD civilians, and their families. 

Secretary Gates directed the review panel to take a careful look 
at personnel policies, force protection measures, emergency re-
sponse procedures, and support to our military health care pro-
viders. He also tasked the Independent Review to evaluate the 
Army’s application of its policies, programs, and processes as ap-
plied to the alleged perpetrator. The review focused on the non-
criminal aspects of the shooting. 

Secretary Gates gave very clear direction that the panel not 
interfere with the intelligence and military justice investigations 
related to the Fort Hood incident. Secretary Gates stated that he 
intends to call upon the military departments to conduct an in- 
depth follow-on review in certain areas addressed in our report, 
and indeed that effort has already begun. 

The Independent Review’s report to the Secretary of Defense was 
released to Congress and to the public on January 15 of this year. 
The detailed results and findings associated with the alleged perpe-
trator are found in a restricted annex that is not publicly released 
at this time. It is my understanding that you have been afforded 
the opportunity to review the restricted annex. 

The overall report was much broader than the assessment of the 
alleged perpetrator, however. The report includes recommendations 
to strengthen the Department of Defense’s ability to prepare for 
and respond to potential threats. Before discussing the findings, I 
would like to highlight some observations from the co-chairs con-
cerning the events of November 5. 

First, as Secretary West stated, no amount of preparation is ever 
too much. Leaders at Fort Hood had anticipated mass casualty 
events in their emergency response plans and exercises. The initial 
response to the incident demonstrated this. It was prompt and ef-
fective. However, DoD must be prepared to more diligently plan 
and to seek to envision the next incident. 

Second, the Department must be attentive to today’s hazards. 
One of the most significant emerging concerns in the protection of 
our force is the internal threat. The review concluded that DoD 
needs to develop a better understanding of the forces that cause a 
person to become self-radicalized and to commit violent acts. 

Third, courage and presence of mind in the face of crisis can 
carry the day. This happened at Fort Hood. Courageous acts were 
key to preventing greater losses that day. And as the report re-
veals, these attributes alone are not enough to protect our force. 
DoD must exercise the foresight necessary to identify the menace 
of self-radicalization and its often resultant violence and to act pre-
emptively. 
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The review revealed shortcomings in the way DoD is prepared to 
deal with internal threats and, in particular, the threat posed by 
troubled and potentially dangerous individuals and groups. We 
found that commanders are essential to this effort. Existing policies 
within the Department are not optimized for countering these 
threats. The policies reflect insufficient knowledge and awareness 
required to help identify and address individuals likely to commit 
violence. And while DoD focuses very effectively on many things, 
guidance concerning workplace violence and the potential for self- 
radicalization is insufficient. 

DoD policy on prohibited activities is limited and only addresses 
active and physical participation in groups that may pose threats 
to good order and discipline. This lack of clarity for comprehensive 
indicators limits commanders’ ability to recognize potential threats. 

Complicating the force protection challenge is the diverse nature 
of responsibilities that have evolved within DoD since 9/11. Be-
cause no senior DoD official is assigned overall responsibility for 
force protection, synchronization is difficult. Moreover, there is a 
lack of DoD policy integration. This has resulted in a lack of well- 
integrated means to gather, evaluate, and disseminate the wide 
range of behavioral indicators that could signal an insider threat. 

While leaders at Fort Hood responded well under the stress of 
a rapidly evolving crisis, we are fortunate that we faced only one 
incident and at only one location. Real-time information will be 
critical should we face a situation of multiple events. Synchronizing 
the DoD Emergency Management Program with the Federal re-
quirements for the National Incident Management System will en-
sure the Department can integrate effectively with all partners in 
response to any and all emergencies. 

Following the release of the panel’s review report on January 15, 
Secretary Gates directed the Honorable Paul Stockton, Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Homeland Defense and America’s Security 
Affairs, to assess the review’s findings and to make recommenda-
tions for implementation. Secretary Gates established a March 
deadline for the immediate fixes recommended in the review, and 
major institutional changes should be identified by June. 

The Secretary of Defense also forwarded the individual review 
panel report to Army Secretary John McHugh to address rec-
ommendations concerning holding Army personnel responsible for 
supervising Major Hasan accountable. On January 15, that same 
day, the Secretary of the Army directed me to conduct an account-
ability review to identify whether any personnel were responsible 
for failures or deficiencies in applying Army programs, policies, and 
procedures to the alleged assailant. 

The response by the Fort Hood community in the aftermath of 
this tragedy serves as a reminder of the strength, resiliency and 
character of our people. The Independent Review Panel was very 
impressed with the military civilian response. In a community 
where we may have expected the fabric of trust to fray, it remained 
intact and indeed grew stronger through mutual support. The 
thrust of the review effort is to identify all the possible steps that 
the Department of Defense can take to prevent similar tragedies in 
the future. 
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Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. Again, I thank you 
for the opportunity to appear before you today. General Thomas 
and I look forward to your questions. 

[The statement of General Ham and DoD Independent Review 
report follow:] 
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SELF-RADICALIZATION 

Mr. DICKS. General, thank you for a very comprehensive report. 
We, too, salute those people who dealt with this emergency, came 
in so quickly and stopped the violence. We only wish they could 
have gotten there sooner. We, too, sympathize with the families 
and the friends of all of the fallen victims and those that are in-
jured and hopefully recovering. 

For a few years I served on the Homeland Security Committee 
and one of the topics that we discussed in our committee delibera-
tions were self-radicalization—efforts in the United States where 
certain people become radicalized. I think that your report is very 
balanced here, saying, Should people have recognized this, and es-
pecially those people who were in a supervisory position and had 
to make various reports on fitness of Major Hasan? That is the 
question I have. 

When you went back and looked at this, were there any indica-
tions? I understand from some press reports that he was very out-
spoken in his opposition to the war in Iraq, to the war in Afghani-
stan, and made other statements that, had people been properly 
trained, they might have picked up on the fact that this sounds like 
somebody has been radicalized, and should there be concern by his 
supervisors and superiors about the potential things he might do. 

Now can you tell us anything about that, about the people who 
were in charge of his supervision; and did they make reports, or 
what happened? 

General HAM. Yes, sir, I can. If I may speak first more generally. 
It is clear in our findings that identifying the indicators that some-
one within our Department, in uniform or civilian, or a family 
member, is trending toward violent activity, those indicators are 
not well identified nor well understood across the force. So we have 
not adequately equipped our commanders and supervisors with the 
information or things that they ought be looking for in an indi-
vidual who may be starting to travel on a path toward self- 
radicalization. 

Already, the services have taken some of that under advisement. 
The Army has already published a list that says these are some of 
the indicators that commanders and supervisors should be atten-
tive to in members of their force so that they can then intervene, 
correct that behavior, and try to prevent someone from progressing 
down a path of self-radicalization. 

With regard to the specifics of Major Hasan, first, I would advise 
that, as indicated in my opening statement, the Secretary of the 
Army has charged me with the conduct of an Army investigation 
to determine measures of accountability. That investigation has not 
yet been received by Secretary McHugh. So it would be inappro-
priate at this time for me to talk about the individual aspects of 
accountability. 

But what I would tell you, Mr. Chairman, it is very clear in the 
DoD report that there were individuals in supervisory positions 
who had the responsibility to educate, train, and develop Major 
Hasan, who did not do that effectively. 
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POLICIES FOR SELF-PROTECTION 

Mr. DICKS. Now if you are going to have policies for self-protec-
tion, and there has been somebody named—I guess you are going 
to have somebody who is going to be in charge of force protection. 
Wouldn’t this be part of every base, every unit, having some discus-
sion about self-protection? 

General HAM. It would, Mr. Chairman. But I think it has to 
begin at the Department of Defense level, with adequate policies 
and guidelines to the services and the services within their struc-
ture, so that we have consistency of understanding and of applica-
tion from top to bottom. And what we found is that is not the case. 
There is not at the Department of Defense any particular indi-
vidual or office that has overall responsibility for force protection. 
But, rather, those responsibilities are divided amongst several of 
the Under Secretaries and Assistant Secretaries. That is probably 
not conducive to a coherent and effective system. 

Mr. DICKS. Has that been changed? Has that been changed yet, 
or is it in the process of being changed? 

General HAM. It is, Mr. Chairman. One of the recommendations 
that the co-chairs submitted to Secretary Gates, that he do just 
that; that he identify a particular office to lead that effort. To the 
best of my knowledge, that final determination has not been made, 
but I think it is instructive that the Secretary of Defense has ap-
pointed the Assistant Secretary for Homeland Security Defense to 
lead the follow-on effort of the issues that were identified of the 
Fort Hood investigation. So perhaps that is an office where those 
responsibilities might preside. But to the best of my knowledge, 
that has not been a final determination. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Young. 
Mr. YOUNG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. General, in this case we 

were dealing with an officer who had served at Walter Reed, a 
medical institution. A similar situation could possibly exist in some 
other part of the military, not just medical, in a hospital or a doc-
tor. Is that correct? 

General HAM. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

IDENTIFYING TRIGGERS 

Mr. YOUNG. So anything that we do on the basis of determining 
what type of trigger we might look for, what type of activity we 
might look for, should not only be limited to Walter Reed or med-
ical facilities, but other levels of the United States Military. 

General HAM. Congressman, that is exactly right. The rec-
ommendation from this review is that there be a Department of 
Defense-Wide effort so that all of the services, all the branches of 
service and the DoD civilians are all covered by whatever policy is 
resultant from this. It is a Department-wide issue. 

ESTABLISHING APPROPRIATE OFFICE FOR POLICY 

Mr. YOUNG. I don’t think we want to go on a witch hunt, and just 
because somebody has a bad day and grumbles about something, 
I don’t think we necessarily want to hold them up to scorn. But we 
do have to have an effective system for creating a real suspicion. 
I assume that eventually we are going to come up with a list of 
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items that should be watched for, should be reported, that would 
indicate the possibility of someone becoming a radical anti-Amer-
ican or anti-military. I assume that is part of the work that you 
are doing. 

General HAM. It is, Congressman. The recommendation in the re-
port is that the Department seek to establish indicators of tendency 
toward violence, self-radicalization, extremist behavior, however 
motivated, whether that is religious or ideological, or other. But the 
report also acknowledges that while such an effort is helpful and 
instructive to commanders, it is not in and of itself satisfactory to 
completely identify the risks that might be developing within our 
force. 

It gets to the issue of judgment and officership. I think that is 
where in this report to the Secretary of Defense, Secretary West, 
and Admiral Clark focused heavily on the judgment or, in some 
cases, lack of judgment as applied by officers who were in super-
visory positions with regard to Major Hasan. 

REVIEW OF SOLDIERS COMMUNICATIONS 

Mr. YOUNG. General, in that review leading up to that report, did 
you identify some of these people that should have been alarmed 
by some of Hasan’s activities and some of his words and state-
ments, some of the connections that we have found out about, e- 
mail communications with Islamic leaders? Do you know some of 
the people that saw these things and sort of reported them? 

General HAM. Sir, we did. But there were a couple of cautions. 
First, again we were reminded by the Secretary of Defense that we 
were not to tread into or interfere with the Presidentially directed 
review of intelligence matters. So when we would bump up, for ex-
ample, the e-mails that had been discussed in the public domain 
where Major Hasan had at least attempted e-mail contact with a 
radical imam in Yemen, we did not pursue that, based upon the 
Secretary of Defense’s guidance. 

Mr. YOUNG. Where did the Secretary of Defense get that guid-
ance? 

General HAM. Sir, I don’t know. The guidance in the terms of ref-
erence that the Secretary of Defense issued to the co-chairs—to 
Secretary West and Admiral Clark—was explicit so as to not inter-
fere with the intelligence investigation. 

Mr. Dicks. Would you yield for one second? 
Mr. Young. Sure, Mr. Chairman. 

MAJOR HASAN’S BEHAVIOR 

Mr. DICKS. Did anybody receive a complaint about Hasan? Was 
there anyone who made a complaint about his activities? 

General HAM. Sir—— 
Mr. DICKS. Chain of command or his supervisors. Did anyone 

come forward prior to this all happening and say, We think there’s 
something wrong here? 

General HAM. Sir, yes. In the terms of reference and in discus-
sion with the Secretary of Defense, the purpose of the Department 
of Defense review, the review we are here to discuss, was specifi-
cally not intended to identify individual accountability. 
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Mr. DICKS. We are not asking you to identify it, we are just ask-
ing you to tell us did someone connect the dots and say, this person 
has a problem, and then other people didn’t respond to that and 
didn’t take appropriate action. That is what we want to know. 

ARMY INVESTIGATION 

General HAM. That is correct. ’There were individuals who saw 
that Major Hasan’s behavior at various stages was not consistent 
with what we expect of a military professional and identified that, 
in some cases to superiors, and subsequent to the Army investiga-
tion which I have been charged by Secretary McHugh to conduct, 
that was a matter for that investigation. 

Mr. DICKS. Were there any prior investigations? Did anybody do 
anything when these reports were initially made before the inci-
dent? 

General HAM. We found no evidence of prior investigations. 
Mr. YOUNG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In fact, that was my last 

question. But then I will just ask one more question. 
Did any of those superiors who were told that there was some 

interesting behavioral practices by Hasan, did any of those superi-
ors do anything about it? 

General HAM. Congressman, yes, some did. But some did not. It 
is I think clear now, from information that is widely known, that 
the actions that were taken were ineffective in modifying Major 
Hasan’s behavior. 

Mr. YOUNG. General, thank you very much. Mr. Chairman, 
thank you. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Visclosky. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Generals, thank you 

very much. 

POST-DEPLOYMENT MEDICAL ASSESSMENTS 

In your testimony and report, it mentions that the pre- and post- 
deployment medical assessments do not provide a comprehensive 
assessment of violent behavior and indicators. What policies and 
procedures do need updating or broadening to have that positive ef-
fect? 

General, also for the 2011 budget, do you have moneys included 
in your request to pay for any changes in updating that you may 
need? 

General HAM. Sir, if it is acceptable, I will defer to General 
Thomas. 

General THOMAS. Good afternoon, sir. Sir, initially with the post- 
deployment health assessment and post-deployment reassessments, 
we found over time that the questions that are comprised in that 
questionnaire are inadequate to give us the full scope of measure 
we believe is going to give us an adequate picture for the mental 
or behavioral health states of returning soldiers; in this case, rede-
ploying soldiers. What we have done is we are actually undertaking 
a comprehensive overview. We have modified the questionnaires, 
the 2900s, added some additional questions. 

We have also instituted a policy where we are doing more face- 
to-face behavioral health interviews with returning soldiers, specifi-
cally those returning from Iraq and Afghanistan, in this case. And 
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we have initiated, in addition to that, some virtual capabilities, 
which is quite exciting for us. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Is part of the problem when they fill the assess-
ment out that, I want to get out, and if I cause concern, this is 
going to delay my departure from the military. Is that part of the 
problem here? 

General THOMAS. Sir, that is accurate. We found that initially 
the timing of administering the post-deployment health assess-
ments is key. If we do it immediately upon return of a unit, indi-
viduals oftentimes will blow through that, as you described, and try 
to get home as quickly as possible. If we delay that for a period of 
time, 7 to 14 days, perhaps, we found also a statistically significant 
increase in improvement in the accuracy of the answers soldiers 
will provide you. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. So that has been part of the program adjustment 
as well, the timing of the questionnaire and the assessment? 

General THOMAS. Yes, sir, that is correct. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Is there a monetary issue here that you may 

need help on, or this has been essentially addressed at this point? 
General THOMAS. I think we are adequately funded to make all 

those adjustments that you describe. 
General HAM. Sir, if I can add. From my perspective as a cur-

rently serving Commander of the U.S. Army in Europe, one of the 
valuable tools that the Congress has allowed us to execute are 
these military family life consultants. And we have had a signifi-
cant increase in the availability of those personnel that are avail-
able in our military communities to counsel redeploying soldiers 
and their family members. That has been a tremendous benefit. In 
my anecdotal assessment, it has been more beneficial to have that 
face-to-face discussion in a secure, confidential setting, than it has 
been the answering of the postdeployment surveys. 

INFORMATION-SHARING AGREEMENTS AMONG VARIOUS AGENCIES 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. One other question, if I could, Mr. Chairman. On 
the criminal investigation and organizations, apparently there is 
limited ability to search and analyze information outside of DoD’s 
own databases. What new standards are being put into place to es-
tablish information-sharing agreements with Federal, State and 
local law enforcement organizations; and, again, would there be a 
money issue for you in your 2011 budget to accomplish that? 

General HAM. Sir, two issues. First, there is a challenge inside 
the Department of Defense with information sharing as well. For 
example, there is no DoD-wide criminal database. The Navy’s 
criminal—— 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. When you say that, Army would have a data 
base; Navy. 

General HAM. Yes, sir, that is correct. What we identified 
through the DoD review is that the Navy’s Criminal Investigative 
Service has a pretty good model, and our recommendation to Sec-
retary Gates is that he look at that for application across the De-
partment so as to get intradepartment sharing for that database. 
I am not an expert, but my expectation is that there would be some 
resource implications should the Secretary of Defense wish to im-
plement that particular recommendation of the review. 
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To your larger question of interagency information sharing, it is 
also clear that the Department of Defense’s ability to share infor-
mation and to access information from outside of the Department 
of Defense is also somewhat limited. In the Intelligence Community 
there are protocols in place, but fairly narrowly defined. 

So one of the major findings of the DoD review was that informa-
tion sharing, both within the Department of Defense and external, 
within the broader whole of government, are issues that need to be 
studied, and will be part of this follow-on review that is currently 
ongoing within the Department of Defense and, again, not part of 
this review. But I could not see how you could implement those 
measures without there being at least some resource implications. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I would close on this. If there is an identification 
as to what those dollar amounts might be, if that could be shared 
with this subcommittee in anticipation of markup, that would be 
terrific. 

Gentlemen, thank you very much. Mr. Chairman, thank you. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Frelinghuysen. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Has anybody been separated from the serv-

ice as a result of this tragedy? 
General HAM. I am sorry? 
Mr. FRELINGHUVSEN. Has anybody been separated from the serv-

ice as a result of this tragedy 
General HAM. Not to my knowledge. 
General THOMAS. No, sir, I am not aware of any. I could check 

on that. But there may be some folks who have medical separation 
related to injuries. I think it is premature. I don’t think we have 
any, that I know of. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Nobody in the chain of command here. 
General THOMAS. Not that I am aware of. 
Mr. DICKS. Is this because the investigations aren’t complete? 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Ongoing. 
General HAM. I am sorry. Perhaps I misunderstood you. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I wasn’t talking about the injured. I am 

talking about those who were in the chain of command who should 
have known before somebody was sent to Fort Hood that this gen-
tleman was sent to Fort Hood. 

General HAM. Sir, that is precisely the direction that Secretary 
McHugh gave to me, to conduct an Army investigation into matters 
of accountability. The Secretary of the Army has not yet received 
my report or recommendations. I expect he will soon and that he 
will make a decision. But to date, no, sir. 

DOD POLICY REGARDING RELIGIOUS ACCOMMODATION 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I want to focus on page 16, finding 2.7, 
‘‘DoD policy regarding religious accommodation lacks the clarity 
necessary to help commanders distinguish appropriate religious 
practices from those that might indicate a potential for violence or 
self-radicalization.’’ That is all within quotation marks. 

Going on to the Discussion, which is of interest I think to the 
members, if requests—and this is in quotation, ‘‘If requests for reli-
gious accommodation that compete with mission requirements were 
recorded and shared among commanders, supervisors and chap-
lains, it would likely establish a baseline from which to identify de-
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viation within the services and the Department of Defense. At 
present, there is confusion about what is acceptable.’’ 

The recommendation in this section is, ‘‘Promptly establish 
standards and reporting procedures to clarify guidelines for reli-
gious accommodation.’’ 

Where do we stand relative to those recommendations? Are they 
so recent that nobody’s got around to committing enough time and 
effort to sort of rewrite the whole standard operating procedure 
here? 

General HAM. Sir, a two-part answer. First, when Secretary 
Gates announced the receipt of this review, one of the first things 
he said in his public statement was a reminder to those of us in 
the service that those of us who are privileged to command and ex-
ercise the supervision of our servicemembers and DoD civilians, we 
must make hard decisions and we must be accountable, and we 
must hold our servicemembers accountable for their actions. I 
think that was a clear reminder to us that we have authorities now 
to take action when we think someone’s behavior, conduct, is out-
side the norm. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The public perception here, and this is a 
closed hearing, is that there is sort of a political correctness here. 
That people were afraid to invade that because they didn’t want to 
be sort of identified with, shall we say, profiling, which is obviously 
a loaded word. 

General HAM. Sir, we did not find a culture of that, but we did 
find related to this specific finding, confusion. For example, there 
were some individuals with whom we spoke, both peers and super-
visors of Major Hasan’s, that were confused about First Amend-
ment rights and the free practice of religion. And that is the es-
sence of this finding. 

We owe commanders and supervisors some clearer guidance as 
to what is acceptable and what is not acceptable with regard to re-
ligious accommodation across the Department of Defense. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DICKS. On that point, and then I yield to Mr. Moran, what 

would have been the appropriate thing to have done if somebody 
who was a supervisor, commanding officer, whatever, had made a 
judgment that this behavior was not acceptable; what should they 
have done? 

SUPERVISOR’S RESPONSIBILITY 

General HAM. Sir, my experience as a commander, when you 
have a servicemember who is out of bounds, whose behavior, con-
duct, and other activities are seemingly at odds with the service 
values and with programs and procedures that are well estab-
lished, it is that commander’s responsibility or that individual su-
pervisor’s responsibility, to call them on that and to counsel them 
and to say, Listen, soldier, this is not what we do in the service, 
you cannot do this. 

This occurs all the time across all services, when individuals, 
particularly young individuals—and it is important to remember 
that though at the time of the incident Major Hasan was a major, 
he had really not had any operational experience. He had been ex-
clusively in the training and education realm. But supervisors have 
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a responsibility to make sure that those under our charge under-
stand our values, understand our policies and procedures, and 
apply them in their daily life. And when they don’t, we have ade-
quate remedies to deal with that. That did not occur. 

Mr. DICKS. Is that like court martial or something like that? 
General HAM. Mr. Chairman, in extreme cases, yes, if we have 

such. But more often we have, particularly, again, with our young-
er servicemembers, both officer and enlisted, it is a more senior 
member’s responsibility to guide them and to counsel them and to 
try to shape their behavior in a more productive way so as to pre-
vent this from getting to the level where more drastic measures 
such as nonjudicial punishment or court martial or separation may 
be appropriate. 

Mr. DICKS. Is there any indication that anybody counseled him? 
General HAM. There is, yes, sir. 
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, let me make a quick follow-up on 

your subject here. General, if a member of the military advocates 
Islamic jihad against the United States, is that considered religious 
freedom, or is that something—what I think it is, which is a threat 
to the United States? 

General HAM. Congressman, what we found in this situation 
was, again, confusion. Adding to that confusion, as mentioned 
about the confusion about religious freedoms, is compounded in 
this academic setting of what is allowable within academic freedom 
dialogue. Again, it is relatively easy now to look back in hindsight 
at some of the things we know in the public domain that occurred 
and say, This is beyond the bounds of acceptable behavior. But my 
sense is we owe better guidance to our personnel to allow them to 
make those calls. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Moran. 

ACTIONS OF MAJOR HASAN PRIOR TO ATTACK 

Mr. MORAN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. Generals, I have read 
through the actions that Major Hasan took in the last several 
hours—actually, last 24 hours before this violent act. He was hard-
ly being secretive. He was sending out messages. I don’t know 
whether he wanted to be stopped or not, but he indicated to some-
one, ‘‘Everything’s going to change after tomorrow,’’ and other 
statements like that. Even the things that he did immediately prior 
to the shooting. 

Would you go through some of that, that might have been indica-
tions of something dramatic to come? It is not in any of the stuff 
that you provided the committee, but I think the committee mem-
bers might be interested. I am sure you are aware of his immediate 
actions in the hours before he murdered these people. 

General HAM. Congressman, actually that was beyond the scope 
of this review. Again, with the specific direction by the Secretary 
of Defense that we not interfere with the criminal investigation, 
those activities which immediately preceded the 5th of November 
incident were not matters with which this review dealt. And so my 
familiarity with them, frankly, is what I have seen in the public 
domain, not anything that we conducted reviews of here. 

Mr. MORAN. Well, the problem I have with that is that here we 
are talking about implementing all of these systemic changes and 
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processes and procedures and policies, when the best way to deal 
with this might be something more direct and specific. I think this 
was something of an aberration. I don’t know that it needs sys-
temic change to the procedures that we are currently undergoing. 
I do think there was laxity in terms of his immediate superiors 
identifying a problem and dealing with it. That was missing. But 
he gave out lots of warning signs. They should have been picked 
up. 

Before we go transforming the way in which we conduct our-
selves throughout the force, I think it is useful to consider whether 
there aren’t more immediate things that could have been done. 
Sometimes it seems like we have a horrible violent act, and so we 
declare war, when there may be other ways that are more direct 
that would deal more appropriately with it. 

What do you think, General? 
Let me ask the Brigadier General. 
General THOMAS. Sir, I agree with your comments. And specifi-

cally in relation to Major Hasan’s case, I am not privy to the de-
tails of the investigations, other than what has been in the public 
domain, as General Ham mentioned, in the media. I don’t have any 
information beyond that. But I think in general, your comments ab-
solutely hold merit. I think it is an emerging science, and if you 
take a look at indicators that are out there that may give you some 
sense of whether someone is going to be dangerous or commit 
workplace violence, there is a lot of research that is ongoing out 
there now. And, quite frankly, it will leave you unsatisfied, Con-
gressman. 

There is just not a lot of I think tangible evidence that would 
point to you definitively that some individual may commit an act. 
There are a lot of indicators whether someone is going to commit 
suicide or violence in the workplace, but it is an really an inexact 
science. 

Mr. MORAN. Well, I appreciate that. But I would like to just sug-
gest, Mr. Chairman, that before we go pursuing expensive trans-
formational measures to deal with something like that, we really 
ought to consider when an individual acts in an abhorrent fashion, 
throws out signals that he is going to do something dramatic, indi-
cates that everything is going to be different after tomorrow, he 
buys weapons, he acts strange in his house, he gives indications to 
his neighbors, it seems to me we ought to be at least privy enough 
to that information so as to consider whether this could not have 
been dealt with in a more direct, efficient manner, than considering 
force transformation policies that I don’t think really apply. 

Of all the Muslims in the military, we have one guy. He was 
messed up. He had no business communicating with al-Awlaki in 
Yemen. That should have been detected. But within the 24 hours 
he committed this crime, there were so many indications for a su-
perior to have gone to see him and say, Hey, Hasan, what’s going 
on here, Major? What are you up to? I think he clearly would have 
gotten an indication that something was extraordinarily wrong and 
somebody needed to intervene. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
General HAM. Mr. Chairman, may I? Congressman, I am abso-

lutely in agreement with what you said. The co-chairs of this report 
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made it clear that leading up to the incident, over the course of 
Major Hasan’s development there were indications, there were 
signs, some of which were missed, some of which were ignored, 
that could have altered what happened on the 5th of November. 
But I think it is important also—and the accountability, again, the 
Army accountability investigation is focused especially on that as-
pect of it: Did people not do what they were supposed to do in that 
regard? 

But, secondly, in a broader sense this is a threat. Our programs 
and procedures are largely relics of our subversion and espionage, 
looking for spies. Looking for spies is still important. We ought to 
continue to look for spies. But we now also have to look for a dif-
ferent kind of threat that is emerging within the forces. I am con-
fident we are good enough to do both. 

I agree with you, some of this is individual level responsibility— 
people who knew or should have known and should have taken ac-
tions that did not, and folks ought to be held accountable for that. 

Mr. MORAN. That was a very good observation. I appreciate that. 
Both at Walter Reed and Fort Hood there were people who should 
have acted. And then within those 24 hours before this incident oc-
curred, there were clear indications that should have been followed 
up on. But I thank you very much for your testimony. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Kingston. 

PREVIOUS INCIDENTS 

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I wanted to associate 
myself with the comments of Mr. Moran. 

It does seem to me, General, that this is a little bit politics, a 
little bit public relations, and also an act of good will towards the 
families, which is very proper to do. But at the same time, it 
doesn’t seem to me that we have to have new programs, new 
spending, new procedures. It seems to me—I think Mr. Moran has 
really hit something that is a concern of mine. Historically, how 
often has this sort of thing happened? We know there was an inci-
dent in Iraq several years ago with a man with a grenade. But his-
torically, tell me about World War II, World War I. Certainly there 
were acts of soldiers that had some instability and they turned on 
their own men. What was done with it? How many incidents were 
there out there? 

General HAM. Sir, I don’t know exactly how many incidents there 
are, but I know that one where 13 individuals were killed is unac-
ceptable. And we have got to do all that we can to prevent a subse-
quent incident of this nature. 

Your point is well taken, that much of this is fundamental to 
good leadership. And good leadership, effective leadership, may 
have made a difference and probably would have made a difference 
in this individual’s progress through his education, training, and 
development. But having said that, I think it is important for us 
to recognize that we do have a changed security environment. 
Again, individual acts of violence, whether they be motivated by Is-
lamic extremism or other motivations, is something we need to bet-
ter understand. 
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Mr. KINGSTON. General, that is why I am asking you what the 
history was, Vietnam War, Korean War. Certainly, there have been 
instances of soldiers cracking, turning on their own troops. Correct? 

General HAM. Yes, sir, that is correct. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Wouldn’t that be relevant to this? Because I think 

on one hand we are saying—and Mr. Frelinghuysen went up to the 
water’s edge on profiling—but on one hand we are saying, and I am 
hearing you say, that it is evolving. General, you said it is an 
emerging science. But there is an insinuation that there is an Is-
lamic extremist issue here. But maybe there isn’t. Maybe you just 
have a soldier that went berserk. And couldn’t there be some les-
sons from Vietnam or the Korean War or World War II that there 
were other soldiers that went berserk and was dealt with? 

RADICALIZATION 

Mr. DICKS. Would the gentleman yield? I think there are plenty 
of examples of radicalization of individuals in the United States. 
We have already discovered in Homeland Security that should 
make this an issue of concern. The best way to deal with 
radicalization is training so people perceive it. Police officers went 
into these four or five guys’ apartment and found all this literature. 
Now, had they not had training in radicalization, they would have 
just dismissed this, and these people would have gone and done 
some violent thing. But they saw this literature, and then there 
were police officers who had been trained, and they acted and pre-
vented these people from taking violent action against others. 

So I do think there is—this is a different situation. You are not 
talking about other state actors. These are nonstate actors that 
were in the midst of trying to radicalize people in this country to 
take action against other Americans. I think what they are doing 
here, you have to train people to be aware of this, in my judgment. 

Mr. KINGSTON. That being the case, are you not profiling? Is that 
not a relevant piece of this puzzle? Are you going to watch some-
body a little bit closer if he comes from some background than 
somebody else? 

General HAM. One of the points identified in the DoD review is 
the challenge of balance of security; balancing that with our long-
standing appreciation for civil liberties and individual privacy. 
That is a difficult balance. 

This will be an issue that will be addressed in now the ongoing 
review of these findings and the recommendations. It is difficult. 
And this is why I think we owe our commanders the best guidance 
that we can give them in terms of indicators of things to look for 
of folks who may be tending toward violence. And while religious 
extremism, Islamic extremism in this case, is a motivation, it cer-
tainly is not the only motivation that might drive someone to vio-
lent behavior. We have got to look at those other aspects as well. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Just in plain English, give me an example, being 
very specific. Under the new guidelines what would I do before I 
got on the list or got pulled aside and say, Hey, what’s going on 
here? How would you know when I got radicalized? 

General HAM. In this particular case—again, in the public do-
main it has been widely reported that Major Hasan attempted and 
maybe had some successful e-mail contact with a known or sus-
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pected terrorist individual. Well, that has got to be item number 
one. The barrier that we have is that that information, while 
known to some in the government, was not known to his immediate 
commanders and supervisors. They didn’t know he was doing that. 
Had they known, we would argue—— 

Mr. KINGSTON. DHS knew, right? 
General HAM. I guess because we were not—we were prohibited 

from going into the intelligence investigation—I knew that hap-
pened, but I don’t know the details of who knew what, when. 

Mr. KINGSTON. If DHS or whomever knows now, they would now 
tell DoD? 

PROCEDURES FOR INFORMATION SHARING 

General HAM. That is what we have recommended, is that the 
Department of Defense revise its procedures for information shar-
ing; again, focusing on the centrality of the commander, that per-
son who is charge of making those tough decisions. We have also 
got to give that person the information upon which to base their 
actions. 

Mr. DICKS. If the gentleman would yield, this should have gone 
to the FBI and the National Counterterrorism Center. They should 
have been brought into this as soon as they found out that this 
gentleman had contact with a known terrorist, there should have 
been action taken. I don’t know if people know they are supposed 
to do that. 

Again, I would argue this means we have to do more training so 
people know when somebody does that. But if it is a known ter-
rorist, they have to take it to the FBI and take it to the National 
Counterterrorism Center. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Bishop. 

PRE- AND POST-DEPLOYMENT MEDICAL ASSESSMENTS 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you, gentlemen. I have listened with great in-
terest. The radicalization of people who are associated and a part 
of our military is very, very important and very relevant. But even 
more basic than that is the pre- and postdeployment medical as-
sessments that even soldiers who are not radicalized, who suffer 
from PTSD, who come back with various other kinds of mental 
problems, still are not properly assessed. 

Of course, this subcommittee and the Congress has time and 
again over the last 4 years mandated the pre-deployment and 
postdeployment assessments. Several Surgeon Generals from the 
Army Department of Defense have come forward and said, Well, we 
use a self-administered form. We have technicians that go and re-
view those forms postdeployment, and if anything stands out, then 
we will call the individual in for an interview. 

Well, I have always over the last 4 or 5 years questioned the suf-
ficiency of that self-administered assessment in identifying soldiers 
who could pose a potential risk to themselves, to other soldiers, or 
to their families, pre- and postdeployment. Pre-deployment, par-
ticularly in the case of National Guard and Reserve units, they are 
going into theater. They may have some medical condition that is 
not obvious that might cause them to go into a coma of some sort, 
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or some other mental disability that would endanger their fellow 
soldiers which, without a hands-on examination, would not be re-
vealed when they come back from the first, second, or multiple de-
ployments, being able to assess what changes have been made to 
that individual in a way that could pose a threat. That is separate 
and apart from radicalization. 

I think the Independent Review has made it pretty clear that the 
policies and procedures of the government governing the assess-
ment of the pre- and post-deployments do not provide comprehen-
sive assessment of violence indicators. 

So what kinds of reviews are necessary to assure that we have 
that sufficient information and that the people who need to have 
it are given that information and that the information is good? 

RESOURCES FOR ADDITIONAL ASSESSMENTS 

Mr. BISHOP. What kind of training and education do we need to 
make sure that you have resources to provide to make sure that 
happens, and what other kinds of policies and procedures need to 
be updated or broadened to look at these assessments? 

General THOMAS. Congressman, I will respond to that. Thank 
you for that question. 

The behavioral health care of our force is of tantamount impor-
tance to us. As a physician, I can’t overemphasize that. I also have 
to say that in the course of my military medical career, I have 
never been in the position where I have been able to take care of 
patients as well as we are right now, and thanks in large part to 
what Congress has provided to us. 

What we get, in my experience, is we have a lot of policies that 
come out there. The postdeployment health assessment, as you 
mentioned, is an example of one. Once that is fielded, the practical 
application of that is something else. 

So what we have done is we have taken, in my experience here 
in the Army, for example, we have seen the overall policy, but we 
know that it is inadequate. And that is a clinical determination. 
We are not identifying all these soldiers with PTSD, posttraumatic 
stress disorder, for example, or traumatic brain injuries. 

We have taken a panel of experts that have worked through the 
Defense Centers of Excellence, and this is civilian and military ex-
perts across the Nation. We have taken some protocols that they 
have been working for a period of time and we have operationalized 
those to do exactly what you described, Congressman, to address 
the need of the force. 

Our traumatic brain injury and PTS training we just fielded— 
there is a directive-type memo, as a matter of fact, in staff and 
with the DoD. We have done this as a collaborative effort with all 
the services, the joint services, the Defense Center of Excellence, ci-
vilian and military centers, and we have rolled that out to the 
force. 

We went ahead and stepped it ahead of the time, because the 
Army is leading the way on this, but the Navy is in lockstep with 
us, as is the Marines. The Marines are training and modeling their 
program after ours. This will enable us to identify early indicators 
of behavioral health injuries to soldiers. 

There is a face-to-face portion of this, too, where we have—— 
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Mr. BISHOP. Is this the post-deployment assessment? 
General THOMAS. Yes, sir. In the post-deployment assessment, 

actually that phase of this comprehensive plan includes a virtual 
behavioral health interview. We did a pilot on that in Alaska. It 
is actually ongoing right now. Prior to Alaska, we did a whole re-
turning battalion in Hawaii, and that was very successful. So we 
have expanded it to an entire brigade combat team, the 4th Bri-
gade of the 24th Infantry returning to Alaska, and that is ongoing 
at this time. We intend to expand that even more. 

Mr. BISHOP. Ultimately you want to expand that to every soldier 
that is deployed and comes back? 

General THOMAS. Yes, sir, Congressman. We are doing that now, 
100 percent contact. If I could back up a little bit—— 

Mr. BISHOP. Contact virtually? 
General THOMAS. Yes, sir. Well, virtual and/or face-to-face, if you 

have the assets on the ground. Yes, sir. 
Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. I am glad to hear that, because this has 

been a concern for the last 4 or 5 years, and it was really, really 
frustrating to have the Surgeon General come and sit there and 
say, Well, we test too much anyway; we do too many medical ex-
aminations anyway. 

General THOMAS. Sir, I think that this is a good indication of 
how we can actually identify those folks that are most at risk. We 
have already found, our preliminary findings in this 100 percent 
contact has more than doubled our referral rates, which is a posi-
tive thing because we are getting the soldiers the care that they 
need. 

Again, I have to thank Congress for allowing us to have the 
funds to implement these programs and to expand them. 

General HAM. Mr. Chairman, may I? 
Chairman DICKS. Go ahead. 

FACE-TO-FACE VIRTUAL ENCOUNTER 

General HAM. Congressman, in my role as a serving commander, 
I would say we are far more sophisticated than we were just a few 
years ago, as General Thomas has indicated, because of the support 
you all have provided to us. We know that the initial survey is in 
and of itself inadequate. So as General Thomas has indicated, we 
now mandate either face-to-face or virtual encounter for every serv-
icemember. 

Mr. BISHOP. That is now protocol. 
General HAM. I would just tell you, in my command in Europe 

that is what we are doing. We are requiring every returning soldier 
to interact face-to-face with somebody. And, not surprisingly, those 
who didn’t indicate anything, reveal anything in their survey, may 
do so when they are face-to-face, if we have the right person doing 
that counseling. 

We have also learned that the immediate survey in a face-to-face 
encounter immediately following redeployment is not sufficient to 
indicate what might occur 60, 90, 120 days post-deployment, be-
cause there is a bit of euphoria, frankly, upon being reunited with 
friends and family that may mask some underlying issue. So a fol-
low-on assessment is necessary, and we are doing that with great 
effect. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:50 Mar 17, 2011 Jkt 065007 PO 00000 Frm 00222 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 E:\HR\OC\A007P2.XXX A007P2E
m

cd
on

al
d 

on
 D

S
K

2B
S

O
Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

E
A

R
IN

G



223 

Mr. BISHOP. Does that involve the family members? I am in-
volved with the Military Family Caucus. Of course, family mem-
bers are directly and indirectly impacted by that. They are closest 
to the soldiers when they come back from deployments, and they 
probably could pick up on differences in behaviors almost imme-
diately, but may or may not know with whom they should speak 
about it, or what the protocol for them to do that without offending 
their spouse. 

General HAM. Congressman, may I give you a personal example? 
When I redeployed, I was pretty happy and going about my busi-
ness, and about 30 to 45 days after redeployment, my wife said, 
You need to go see somebody. And I did. 

You are exactly right; informing, educating family members and 
including them in this process. And this is, again thanks to you, 
the value of the military family life consultants has been extraor-
dinarily beneficial in that regard. 

Mr. DICKS. Mrs. Kilpatrick. 

PUBLIC DOMAIN 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good afternoon, 
Generals. 

Let’s see how to start this. I highly respect your work, what you 
do, your service, your career, and in this meeting, I love this last 
chair here. 

Just a few things: 13 dead, 32 wounded; someone had informa-
tion that the major had contacted the Yemen man. It is in the pub-
lic domain. You said a couple times, General Ham, today, that you 
aren’t doing that part; that is the other investigation. I think I 
wrote down Army accountability investigation. They are doing the 
criminal part of it, I guess. I came today, I thought I was going to 
hear the criminal part. So I have a few questions here. How long 
had the major been a major when the incident occurred? 

General HAM. He was promoted in 2008. 
Ms. KILPATRICK. 2008. What month of 2008? Any idea? The inci-

dent was in 2008, or 2009. 
General HAM. In 2009, November 5, 2009. 
Ms. KILPATRICK. Over a year he had been a major? 
General HAM. I would have to double-check, Congresswoman. 
[The information follows:] 
Major Hasan was promoted to rank of Major on May 17, 2009. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. For a while. You kept referring to in the public 
domain, but we can’t get much of that here in the record today. So 
you were alluding to it, and it says in the public domain that su-
pervisors and fellow students continually expressed concern about 
his behavior. 

Mr. Chairman just asked, well, okay, he is contacting the guy 
overseas, we are in two wars, his supervisors and students contin-
ually reported him. I mean, you all are doing—I feel I am at the 
University of Michigan in a class with the 101 thing. You are doing 
an excellent job teaching me procedures and what needs to happen. 

But I kind of agree with Mr. Moran down there. We only have 
so much money. We have got to spend it wisely. Our men and 
women have to be protected. Fort Hood, actually the facility itself, 
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they had been deployed, two, three, four times, some of them. So 
if anybody is supposed to be protected, those people should be. He 
went there; he was acting crazy. 

I mean, you don’t have to get permission from Homeland Secu-
rity and Secretary Gates, who I have the highest respect for, to 
know that something is wrong with this gentleman. The 3 or 4 
days—and we don’t have that today, I think Mr. Moran also al-
luded to that, it was a dossier of things. And I am just a school 
teacher and a grandmother, and I know he is crazy, after reading 
it. 

We can’t let that happen to the men and women who serve and 
protect us. As good as you guys are, and I appreciate all that you 
do, it was too big of a hole—12 dead, 32 injured, and countless fam-
ilies and children who will never be the same. 

I am not blaming you, but I don’t need another dossier or term 
paper to tell me we need to do something. A phone call, the IT that 
we put all the money in? I am not blaming you. I am just one little 
member here. But it can’t happen. And if we don’t close it up today, 
it is going to happen again and again. It could be anybody. 

We are just fortunate that nothing happens. We are in two wars. 
These young people are being deployed two, three, four times. I 
have got two of them that went five, and back home looking the 
same, but they probably need some PTSD counseling as well. 

So I don’t know that I have questions. I am just concerned when 
we have supervisors and other persons who say to you that this 
guy is crazy, that he is doing something in a foreign land that is 
not friends with us—on their face, sometimes they act like they 
are—we don’t need Homeland Security to know the major should 
have been removed. He should have been, what do you call it, put 
in something by himself and counseled face to face, how he got to 
that. He has a career. 

The other part of it, I come from Michigan, where the largest 
population of Arabs live outside of the Middle East. I have grown 
up with Arabs all my life. But whenever you get one like this, it 
continues the stereotype that they are all crazy and bad. 

I want us to be smarter. I want to know more, Mr. Chairman, 
about the Army accountability investigation. How can he continue 
to get promoted, killing 12 and wounding 32, and countless chil-
dren will never see their parents? It is not acceptable. It is just not 
acceptable. I don’t have the answer for it. I believe if Jack Murtha 
was here, he would give you a wringing. I can hear him in my ear. 

So we want to work with you; certainly I do, and I know my 
counterparts do. But I am not willing to give you millions more dol-
lars for papers and studies and all that unless you come back and 
rearrange your budget and what is important. It probably needs a 
whole overhaul. It probably needs a comprehensive overall. 

The budget, we only have limited dollars. This is the biggest and 
the best budget. It is the best committee I have been on in 30 
years. We have to do better, because the world is different. We 
have to do better because our young men and women who risk 
their lives for us every day require that. 

Fort Hood? And that he picked Fort Hood? It was more than the 
13 and the 32. It was the image that Fort Hood has to the rest of 
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the world, and he penetrated it on the inside. I connect it to the 
Oklahoma bombing and something similar to that. 

Mr. Chairman, I don’t have any questions per se. Thank you very 
much. 

Chairman DICKS. We appreciate your comments. Do you want to 
say anything? 

General HAM. Yes, ma’am, I agree with you. What happened was 
unacceptable, and we lost 13 and 43 were wounded. That is unac-
ceptable. And it is very clear in this review that there are some in-
dividuals who did not do their duty. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Who can tell us if they are still on the job or 
not? 

General HAM. To the best of my knowledge, no one has been sep-
arated. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Why? 
Chairman DICKS. Because the investigations have not been com-

pleted yet. You have to give them a chance to do their job. 
Ms. KILPATRICK. That is probably coming from the Army account-

ability study. It is not your problem. 
General HAM. Yes, ma’am, it is; but in a different role. I partici-

pated in this DoD review we are here to discuss. When that was 
concluded, Secretary Gates passed allegations about individual ac-
countability to the Secretary of the Army. The Secretary of the 
Army then, on that same day, appointed me to do that account-
ability investigation that does name names and identify individuals 
that I recommend to the Secretary of the Army be held account-
able. 

That process is ongoing. The Secretary of the Army has not yet 
received that report, but he will soon and he will make some deci-
sions. I am confident that when he makes those decisions and those 
actions are taken, that the Secretary of the Army would be glad to 
have me come over and talk with you about that process. But be-
cause it is underway, I am not at liberty to do that. 

Mr. DICKS. We will bring you back for another hearing to report 
to the committee. 

Mr. Rogers. 
Mr. ROGERS. I pass, for the moment. 

QUESTIONS BY CONGRESSMAN CARTER 

Mr. DICKS. We are going to let Judge Carter, who represents 
Fort Hood, ask a few questions. He is a valued member of the Ap-
propriations Committee and serves on Military Construction, and 
it is his district that was affected by this. 

Mr. CARTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Ranking Member. 
I really appreciate being allowed to be here as part of this hearing. 

This has been a very active part of my life since November 5th. 
Just as a little background, the day this happened, my field direc-
tor, a retired colonel from the Chaplain Corps, Gregg Schannep— 
you may know Gregg—was actually at the site when the shooting 
started. He called the CO’s office, one of multiples who called the 
CO to say that if you are not having a training exercise, there is 
firing going on over here. So my office is right in the middle of this 
terrible situation. 
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I have visited with quite a few of the wounded soldiers. In fact 
we have a soldier right now presently in south Austin who just re-
jected a plate in his skull and they had to go in and refix him. 

By the way, let me say, every soldier I have met is a credit to 
the uniform, including this young man. His attitude is fabulous. 
But his mom and dad asked me the question, Shouldn’t we expect 
more than our child to get this severely injured, or others dead, by 
somebody in our own uniform on our own base where they should 
be safe? 

So this is a critical situation. And because I happened to be there 
and to be in the middle of it, we have become the subject of an 
awful lot of Internet traffic with people, mostly veterans who live 
in the Fort Hood area, who are making comments to me. Not Ac-
tive Duty soldiers. The Active Duty soldiers, they do their duty, 
and you should be very proud of them. And, by the way, I will fight 
anybody who says we didn’t respond well once this thing happened. 
I don’t think it could have been done any better. 

But getting back to this, the one thing I keep hearing overriding 
is that the ordinary soldier—you have been talking to us about the 
chain of command and the duty of the commander to recognize be-
havior and how we need to get them trained to learn to recognize 
behavior. I don’t have any argument with that. 

What I am hearing from Gulf War soldiers, soldiers that have 
just gotten out, they believe there is an attitude that the ordinary 
soldier who might be coming in contact with the major and have 
him either proselytize them or just criticize the war or talk about 
the goodness of jihad, which it is my understanding happened a lot, 
they felt it was not—it would be detrimental to their career in the 
Army for them to go to their commanding officer or others to report 
this, and it was an issue of political correctness. 

As one former sergeant reported to me, he said, We have got a 
shortage of medical personnel, we need Arab speakers. These are 
prioritized people. And even General Casey, upon hearing of this, 
made the comment, Let’s hope this doesn’t hurt our diversity pro-
gram. 

All those things tend to make us think that the ordinary soldier, 
we might have a culture in the Army that would make him think 
that making a report to someone of what he would consider bizarre 
behavior, might be detrimental to his career in the Army. 

First, I would like to know if you have run across anything along 
those lines. I recognize this is trifurcated, so you are just one of at 
least three routes that I know we are looking into this. But I think 
that is the underlying question that we have to ask ourselves: 
Would a soldier feel uncomfortable because of political correctness 
to making a report? Not an officer looking into someone under his 
command, but just a soldier who serves alongside, or the nurse 
that might serve alongside the mental health professional. Have 
you run into that, and can you answer that question? 

General HAM. Congressman, thanks for that question. I would 
just say at the outset, the co-chairs and I traveled to Fort Hood the 
day after Secretary Gates appointed this panel, and what the Corps 
Commander and all those at Fort Hood and the greater Fort Hood 
community, what they did to pull together was extraordinary. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:50 Mar 17, 2011 Jkt 065007 PO 00000 Frm 00226 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 E:\HR\OC\A007P2.XXX A007P2E
m

cd
on

al
d 

on
 D

S
K

2B
S

O
Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

E
A

R
IN

G



227 

There were in fact, Congressman, allegations of inappropriate re-
ligious remarks conducted by Major Hasan. He was then a captain 
in residency. He was at this time in Walter Reed. And Secretary 
Gates directed us to look into that, and we did. And what we found 
is in fact patients had made a few comments to others, to super-
visory personnel, that said, Hey, this guy, he said some things that 
made me uncomfortable. 

And this is, frankly, an instance where supervisors, at least as 
far as we can tell, did what they were supposed to do. There are 
records that indicate that he was counseled and advised as to the 
inappropriateness of making religious comments in a counseling 
session. Again, he was a resident at that point at Walter Reed, and 
there were no further instances of that. 

We specifically asked that question of the patients that he saw 
at Fort Hood, and similarly there were no indications from patients 
that he saw that he made inappropriate religious comments in his 
provision of medical care to them. 

Mr. CARTER. Well, I am just telling you what has been reported 
to me. Also I have actually had someone who has been in medical 
school with him that said he did the same thing in medical school. 
So it is hearsay. And I am an old judge, I take hearsay for what 
it is worth. But we are in the business of looking into what is going 
on with soldiers. 

I will tell you something that I experienced on the 6th of Novem-
ber when I was there at Darnall. A nurse came up to me and said, 
‘‘There is something underlying this that the Army better remem-
ber.’’ And I am sure you know this. She said, ‘‘I just got an e-mail 
from Australia from a nurse that I served with in Australia, in Af-
ghanistan, and I had just come back. And that nurse said, ‘Our sol-
diers are asking in Australia, Can we trust everybody that is wear-
ing our uniform? Because the Americans can’t trust everybody that 
is wearing their uniform.’ ’’ 

That is a psychological barrier to fitness for our soldiers. And I 
hope and pray that we can get past having soldiers have those 
kinds of feelings about what happened, because the parents are 
feeling that way and I am sure the soldiers are feeling that way. 

So you guys have got a big responsibility. I am on your side, but 
I want everybody to be straight. For the first time since this hap-
pened, yesterday Secretary Napolitano, and again today in a hear-
ing where I talked to her, acknowledged that as far as the home-
land was concerned, that was an Islamic terrorist act. To this 
point, I haven’t heard the Army say that. I think it would help a 
lot when they finish their investigation if they put political correct-
ness aside and make truthful statements. 

Thank you. 
General HAM. Mr. Chairman, if I may, I think you are exactly 

right. There is tremendous concern. One of the reasons this attack 
is so important to us is that it is one of our own. It is inside the 
family, and a field grade officer on top of that. So one of the great 
concerns is what is that effect inside the service? Again, do we 
start to rip apart this fabric of trust that is so essential within the 
Department? 

Secondly, there is a great concern, a very valid concern, that 
says—you now say am I concerned? Do I feel comfortable? Am I 
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going to go to an Army mental health provider, behavioral health 
specialist, and be open and forthright? This guy came from that 
community. 

The good news is that we haven’t seen, at least in the conduct 
of the DoD review, any significant negative consequences from 
that. And I defer to General Thomas from a broader Army medical 
standpoint. 

But I think you have hit exactly the point of why this one is so 
different. This was someone who was in a position of trust and con-
fidence who killed 13 of our own, and that is absolutely unaccept-
able and we must do all that we can to prevent reoccurrence. 

Mr. CARTER. Thank you. 
Mr. DICKS. Thank you. 
Mr. Rogers. 
Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am interested in the conversation—you mentioned or, when he 

was at Walter Reed that there had been complaints. Were those by 
enlisted people? 

General HAM. Sir, I don’t know off the top of my head. All I 
know, without doing a fair amount of research, is patients that he 
was seeing. 

Mr. ROGERS. What was the nature—— 
General THOMAS. Sir, no, I don’t have that information. 
Mr. ROGERS. What was the nature of what they were com-

plaining about? 
General HAM. The essence of it, sir, was that in his counsel to 

the patients, that the supervisors felt that he focused inappropri-
ately on religion as an underlying cause—as an example to say, 
Well, if you had stronger faith in God, then maybe you would not 
be experiencing these kinds of problems. It wasn’t outright advo-
cacy of Islam, but it was clearly inappropriate to insert that con-
versation into the treatment of a patient. 

Mr. ROGERS. I wouldn’t think that would be altogether unusual 
though, would it be? 

General HAM. It was deemed by his supervisors—remember, he 
was now in residency. It was deemed by his supervisors at that 
point that those comments were inappropriate to the patient that 
he was seeing at that time. 

Mr. ROGERS. And these people that complained, I am interested 
in the process. What was done with their complaints? 

General HAM. Twofold. First, the supervising physicians of Cap-
tain Hasan counseled him, advised him, that that was not appro-
priate and how he could better, more effectively provide mental 
health advice to the patients he was seeing. 

Secondly, there was an effort to go back to those patients to en-
sure that they were satisfied and were receiving the care that was 
necessary by a different provider. 

Mr. ROGERS. But who did they complain to? 
General HAM. It was the supervising physicians that were over-

seeing his residency. 
Mr. ROGERS. And then what did they do with the information? 
General HAM. Twofold. Counseled Major Hasan as to why he 

should not do that and why it was inappropriate to do so; and, sec-
ondly, to assure those patients were afforded the opportunity for 
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care by another physician, to ensure they got the care and treat-
ment that they required. 

Mr. ROGERS. And that was the end of it, then? 
General HAM. Yes, sir. But we did again, post-November 5th, 

when Major Hasan’s patients were interviewed at Fort Hood and 
also other patients that he had seen at Walter Reed, that specific 
question was asked as to whether or not they felt that he had made 
inappropriate religious comments. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, have there been changes made since Fort 
Hood about how inappropriate things that are said are reported 
and handled? 

General HAM. Within the medical community, I am unsure. I 
defer to General Thomas. 

General THOMAS. No, sir. That I am aware of, there are no 
changes with respect to the training programs instituted at this 
time post the 5th of November incident. And just having trained 
residents and having been a military medical resident myself, typi-
cally what would happen, in general terms, if a patient had a com-
plaint against me or another provider, another doctor, they would 
report it to my supervising physician, in this case the fully 
credentialed staff physician over me as a resident. And then, hav-
ing been a supervising staff surgeon, patients would commonly ask 
to see me if they had an issue with one of my residents. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, I am not as much interested in the doctor-pa-
tient matter as I am just in the military generally. If a soldier sees 
or observes something that is suspicious, like this, have we 
changed the procedures about how he or she can go about reporting 
that and having it looked into? 

General HAM. Not to my knowledge, sir. I think instructive here 
are Major Hasan’s peers as he was going through residency, and 
then in the 2 years he participated in a fellowship also at Walter 
Reed. Peers of his did, in fact, make reports to supervisors that 
said, Hey, this guy is making inappropriate comments. 

And that is what we want them to do. They confronted him also, 
but they also went to his supervisors. So I think the process was 
okay. In my view, what we found was that some of those super-
visors failed to execute their duties. 

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you. 
Mr. DICKS. All right, thank you, General. This was a very good 

hearing. We may ask you to come back after the decisions are 
made by the Secretary. We appreciate your candor and your good 
work and your service, both of you. Thank you. 

The subcommittee was adjourned. 
[CLERK’S NOTE.—Questions submitted by Ms. Granger and the 

answers thereto follow:] 
Question. The ‘‘Protecting the Force’’ report praises the Active Shooter Response 

model that helped in this horrible scenario. Those first responders were trained at 
The Advanced Law Enforcement Rapid Response Training (ALERRT) Center at 
Texas State University. The report also stated that current Pentagon policy does not 
currently take advantage of successful models for active shooter response for civilian 
and military law enforcement on DoD installations and facilities. What efforts are 
being made by the Department of Defense to seek out and partner with this existing 
successful training program? 

Answer. The Independent Review Related to Fort Hood found that responding of-
ficers attributed their actions to relatively new training on Active Shooter Response 
instituted by the Fort Hood Department of Emergency Services. In the wake of the 
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Fort Hood incident, the Department has taken a more systematic approach to en-
sure that military and civilian police, as well as all Service members, are familiar 
with ‘‘Active Shooter’’ scenario best practices. To that end, the Department rec-
ommended two forms of Active Shooter Training. First, in March 2010, DoD will in-
corporate a new training module addressing ‘‘Active Shooter’’ threats into the 
Antiterrorism Level 1 online training. This training will be standard across all Serv-
ices and mandatory for all uniformed Service members, as well as for all General 
Schedule and contractor employees who are on TDY orders to deploy. By June 2010, 
the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics will issue 
changes to DoD Instruction 6055.17, DoD Installation Emergency Management 
(IEM) Program, directing commanders to incorporate the ‘‘Active Shooter’’ scenario, 
lessons learned from Fort Hood, and other workplace violence case studies into their 
Installation Emergency Management training programs. 

The Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness will update DoD In-
struction 5210.90, Minimum Training, Certification, and Physical Fitness Standards 
for Civilian Policy and Security Guards (CP/SGs) in the Department of Defense, or 
issue a new instruction to ensure that ‘‘Active Shooter’’ training tasks will become 
part of the minimum law enforcement training standards for DoD military and civil-
ian police. The Under Secretary will also seek ‘‘Active Shooter’’ best practices to pro-
vide DoD law enforcement elements with the up-to-date practices and protocols for 
that operational requirement. 

Question. Does the Department intend on implementing a standard active shooter 
response training program? Or will it be left to the independent Services to develop 
their own programs? 

Answer. The Department implemented a standard training program. The new 
training module addressing ‘‘Active Shooter’’ response protocols is standard across 
all Services. It is mandatory training for all Service members, as well as for General 
Schedule and contract employees on TDY orders to deploy. Overseas adult depend-
ents are also encouraged to receive AT Level 1 training. 

Question. It would seem logical that any active shooter training, curriculum and 
response protocol developed by the Pentagon would be consistent and shared with 
other area law enforcement stakeholders. Will the Department be working with the 
neighboring civilian law enforcement stakeholders in the development of active 
shooter training and response protocols? 

Answer. It has been common practice for years for installation commanders to en-
gage with local law enforcement stakeholders to establish memoranda of agreement 
and understanding on force protection and law enforcement issues. At the oper-
ational level, commanders exercise discretion as to how best to work with local law 
enforcement stakeholders. Often, as was the case with ‘‘Active Shooter’’ training at 
the Fort Hood Department of Emergency Services, installations go above and be-
yond the DoD instruction to ensure best practices are shared between DoD and non- 
DoD law enforcement practitioners and first responders. 

[CLERKS NOTE.—End of questions submitted by Ms. Granger.] 
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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 10, 2010. 

AIR FORCE POSTURE 

WITNESSES 
HON. MICHAEL B. DONLEY, SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
GENERAL NORTON A. SCHWARTZ, CHIEF OF STAFF, UNITED STATES 

AIR FORCE 

INTRODUCTION 

Mr. DICKS. The subcommittee will come to order. 
This afternoon, the committee will hold an open hearing con-

cerning the current posture of the Air Force as well as the fiscal 
year 2011 budget request. 

We are pleased to welcome two distinguished witnesses, the Hon-
orable Michael B. Donley, Secretary of the Air Force, and General 
Norton A. Schwartz, Chief of Staff of the Air Force. These gentle-
men are very well qualified to discuss all aspects of the fiscal year 
2011 budget request and answer questions the committee has re-
garding the Air Force. 

Secretary Donley, General Schwartz, thank you for being here 
this afternoon. The committee is very interested in hearing what 
you have to say about the Air Force’s fiscal year 2011 budget. 

Specifically, as you are well aware, some of us on the committee 
are anxious to hear about the status of the KC-X program with the 
announcement on Monday that one of the companies will not bid 
on the program. The Department had planned on a summer award, 
so we are interested to hear how this decision will affect a contract 
award and how such an award will be negotiated with the remain-
ing company. 

Additionally, the committee is looking forward to a discussion on 
the status of the Joint Strike Fighter. The review conducted by the 
revised joint estimating team this fall predicted at least a 13- 
month schedule slip and the need for additional funding. To ad-
dress these concerns, the Department of Defense has significantly 
decreased the number of aircraft it had planned to procure over the 
next 5 years and added funding to the development program. Only 
time will tell if the added time and funds will fully address the 
problems with this vital program or if the taxpayer will once again 
be forced to add additional resources. 

Another topic of concern is the continued delay in the develop-
ment of our next long-range strike platform. The Quadrennial De-
fense Review directed further study of long-range strike capabili-
ties. 

The Department of Defense initiated a next-generation bomber 
program several years ago. However, Secretary Gates terminated 
the effort last year. With the time required to fully develop a pene-
trating bomber to be in excess of a decade, if we were lucky, it is 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:50 Mar 17, 2011 Jkt 065007 PO 00000 Frm 00231 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6601 E:\HR\OC\A007P2.XXX A007P2E
m

cd
on

al
d 

on
 D

S
K

2B
S

O
Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

E
A

R
IN

G



232 

concerning that the Department continues to delay the needed in-
vestment in recapitalizing our current fleet of bomber aircraft. Our 
current bomber fleet consists of 163 aircraft, ranging in age from 
50 years for the B–52 to 13 years for the B–2. While we applaud 
the plan to provide $199 million for the bomber-related industrial 
base, we are truly concerned that it is not enough. 

A continuing area of concern is the overuse of undefinitized con-
tract actions by the Air Force. While these types of contracts are 
useful to satisfy critical time-sensitive and urgent warfighter re-
quirements in a timely manner, they should not be used for routine 
acquisition or as a result of poor planning. Further, the inability 
of the Air Force and industry to definitize the contracts in a timely 
manner hinders cost control efforts, which ultimately leads to in-
creasing costs for multibillion dollar acquisition programs. We ap-
plaud the efforts you have made over the last 6 months, but the 
committee will continue to provide stringent oversight to ensure 
the Air Force continues to reform its contracting procedures. 

In addition to these areas, the committee remains concerned with 
the Air Force’s in-sourcing plans. The Air Force budget request in-
cludes a $1.6 billion increase for civilian compensation to support 
an additional 26,000 Federal civilians and $1 billion less for con-
tracted services. But it is unclear to the committee what informs 
the hiring plan since the Air Force does not have an adequate in-
ventory of contracted services. In other words, we don’t know who 
all your contractors are at this point. 

We look forward to your testimony and an informative question- 
and-answer session. 

Now, before we hear your testimony, I would like to call on Mr. 
Tiahrt for any comments he would like to make. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I welcome Secretary 
Donley and General Schwartz. 

Some of you may have heard the Marines say, you can send us 
anywhere in the globe; just make sure the airplanes overhead are 
ours. And I think that is a topic that we have enjoyed, air superi-
ority. We have enjoyed that for some time, mostly because our pi-
lots are the best in the word and because we have given them the 
tools to do their job safely and come home to their families after-
wards. 

However, I remain cautious about our ability to maintain this ad-
vantage. Certainly our pilots will continue to be trained at a level 
far exceeding anyone else, but I am concerned that they will have 
the quality and quantity of airplanes needed to do their job. 

We must also maintain our ability to move troops and equip-
ment. We cannot fight the enemy if we can’t get to him. To accom-
plish this quickly and efficiently and safely, it is essential that we 
maintain the correct mix of assets for both strategic and tactical 
airlift. 

I think we have to address these issues to maintain the domi-
nance in the sky and our global presence, and recapitalization of 
our fleet is part of that. So I am interested in your testimony. And 
thank you, Chairman, for the opportunity to open. 

Mr. DICKS. Thank you. 
Why don’t you go ahead and proceed as you wish. 
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Mr. DONLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman; General Schwartz and 
I would like to congratulate you on your election to this seat. 

Mr. DICKS. Thank you very much. 
Mr. DONLEY. There has been a long, distinguished series of 

Chairmen in this position; and we are anxious to work with you 
going forward. 

Mr. DICKS. Thank you. 

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF SECRETARY DONLEY 

Mr. DONLEY. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Tiahrt, members of the com-
mittee, it is a pleasure to be here representing almost 680,000 Ac-
tive duty, Guard, and Reserve Airmen and Air Force civilians. I am 
also honored to be here with General Schwartz, who has been a 
phenomenal partner and a tireless public servant as we have 
worked together for almost the last two years. 

Today, I am pleased to report that America’s Air Force continues 
to make progress in strengthening our contributions as part of the 
joint team and in the excellence that is the hallmark of our service. 
We are requesting $150 billion in our baseline budget, and almost 
$21 billion in the overseas contingency operation supplemental to 
support this work. 

In the past year and in planning for the future, we have focused 
on balancing our resources and risk among the four priority objec-
tives outlined by Secretary Gates in the recently released Quadren-
nial Defense Review (QDR). 

First, we must prevail in today’s wars. Your Air Force under-
stands the gravity of the situation in Afghanistan; and, as we con-
tinue to responsibly draw down our forces in Iraq, we are com-
mitted to rapidly fielding needed capabilities for the joint team 
such as surging Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance 
(ISR) assets into theater and maximizing air mobility to accelerate 
the flow of forces into Afghanistan. 

Second, we must prevent and deter conflict across the spectrum 
of warfare. As we await the results of the Nuclear Posture Review 
and the follow-on Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), we 
continue to concentrate on the safety, security, and sustainment of 
two legs of the Nation’s nuclear arsenal. Last year, we stood up Air 
Force Global Strike Command; and we have now realigned our 
Inter-Continental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) and bomber wings under 
the control of a single commander. We also designated the Air 
Force Nuclear Weapons Center as the single point for consolidated 
management of all of our nuclear weapon sustainment activities. 
And to increase our engagement across the world, we are building 
partner capacity in Afghanistan and Iraq and developing a training 
framework that emphasizes light attack and mobility capabilities 
that can benefit other nations. 

Third, we must be prepared to defeat adversaries and succeed in 
a wide range of conflicts. We need to ensure that we are providing 
the right capabilities with our strategic airlift and ISR platforms 
and ensure our space-based assets continue to deliver needed capa-
bilities for the future. 

In addition, the last two decades of sustained operations has 
strained our weapons systems. We continue to determine which 
aircraft we will modernize and sustain and which we must retire 
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and recapitalize. One of our primary efforts includes retiring and 
recapitalizing many of our legacy fighters and tankers and replac-
ing them respectively, with F–35s and KC-Xs. These decisions re-
quire tough choices, as well as the ability to quickly field systems 
that meet warfighter needs at an affordable price. Because acquisi-
tion underpins this effort, we are continuing our work to recapture 
excellence in this area. 

In the past year, we have made great strides in reforming our 
internal processes. We have added more program executive officers 
and are growing our acquisition workforce by several thousand pro-
fessionals over the next five years. 

Finally, we must preserve and enhance the all-volunteer force. 
Airmen are our most valuable resource, and they have performed 
superbly in every mission and deployment they have undertaken. 

With the understanding that their families serve alongside them, 
in July, 2009, we began a year-long focus on our men and women 
and their families. This Year of the Air Force Family recognizes 
their sacrifices and looks to determine how we can better support, 
develop, house, and educate them. We are determining which pro-
grams are performing well and where we can do better. 

Mr. Chairman, your Air Force is performing exceptionally well in 
supporting current fights, responding to growing demands, and 
shifting personnel priorities, but we are increasingly stressed in 
the Continental United States (CONUS). Rebuilding the nuclear 
expertise we need for the future will require continued determina-
tion and patience, and we are taking more risk in non-deployed 
force readiness. Additionally, we face significant challenges in mod-
ernization and in infrastructure. 

At the same time, however, we are developing and fielding new 
technologies and capabilities that bode well for our future; and I 
can tell you after a recent trip to the United States Central Com-
mand (USCENTCOM) Area of Responsibility (AOR) that we are re-
cruiting and training some incredible Airmen. General Schwartz 
and I can again confirm that the Air Force is blessed with an out-
standing civilian and military leadership team to address these 
challenges. 

Our priorities going forward are now clear. We must make the 
most of those resources available to balance capability against risk, 
balancing winning today’s wars against preparing for tomorrow’s. 
We need to prevail in today’s fights, and we continue to add capa-
bility in every way possible to help ensure success in the ongoing 
conflicts. 

We must prevent and deter future conflict where we can and con-
tinue to be prepared and succeed across the full spectrum of con-
flict. And we must continue to preserve our Airmen and their fami-
lies. They are truly our hedge against an uncertain future. 

Mr. Chairman, we are grateful for your and the committee’s sup-
port; and we look forward to discussing these matters with the 
committee. Thank you. 

Mr. DICKS. General Schwartz. 

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF GENERAL SCHWARTZ 

General SCHWARTZ. Mr. Chairman, I add my congratulations, sir. 
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And, Congressman Tiahrt, members of the committee, I am 
proud to be here representing your Air Force with Secretary 
Donley; and let me begin by reaffirming that the United States Air 
Force is fully committed to effective stewardship of the resources 
that you and the Nation have placed in our trust. Guided by integ-
rity, service, and excellence, our core values, American Airmen are 
serving courageously every day with precision and reliability on be-
half of the American people. The budget request supports these 
Airmen and continuing efforts to rebalance the force, to make dif-
ficult decisions on what and how we buy, and to sustain our needed 
contributions to the joint team. 

Secretary Donley and I established five priorities shortly after 
taking office to ensure that our entire force was focused on the 
right objectives. Most of our initial efforts centered on re-affirming 
long-established standards of excellence and recommitting our-
selves in areas where our focus had waned. I am pleased to report 
to you today that our dedicated and talented Airmen understood 
our intent broadly and delivered in meaningful fashion. 

Although these initial priorities are not designed to change from 
year to year, our progress with the nuclear enterprise is such that 
we can now shift our efforts to sustaining the progress that we 
have made. 

Thus, our first priority is to continue to strengthen excellence in 
the nuclear enterprise. The rigor of our nuclear surety inspections 
demonstrates a renewed commitment to the highest levels of per-
formance, but we must and we will do more to ensure 100 percent 
precision and reliability in our nuclear operations and logistics as 
close to 100 percent of the time as such a human endeavor will 
allow. 

For our second priority, that is partnering with our joint and coa-
lition teammates to win today’s fight, Secretary Donley mentioned 
several of the ways in which our airmen are providing critical air 
and space power for the coalition and joint team. Your Airmen are 
performing admirably wherever and whenever our joint teammates 
require, including providing battlefield medical support and evacu-
ation, ordnance disposal, convoy security, and much more. 

Our third priority remains to develop and care for our airmen 
and their families. We initiated the Air Force Year of the Family, 
as you just heard, in recognition of the vital role that our families 
fulfill in mission accomplishment. Although their sacrifice is per-
haps less conspicuous, their efforts are certainly no less noble and 
their contributions are no less substantial. 

Modernizing our inventories and organization and training are 
fourth priorities, among the most difficult tasks that our service 
have undertaken in these last 18 months. 

In order to achieve the balance that Secretary Gates has envi-
sioned for our force, we are compelled to decision and to action. The 
budget represents a continuation of this effort. 

We set forth on a plan last year to accelerate the retirement of 
some of our older fighter aircraft. This year we are not retiring any 
additional fighters, but we are transitioning from some of our old-
est and least capable C–130s and C–5s. 

We will modernize where we can, but where modernization no 
longer is cost effective, we will pursue recapitalization. KC–X is 
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certainly one such example. With the recent delivery of the re-
quests for proposal, our top acquisition effort to procure the next 
generation of refueling aircraft passed a significant milestone. 

A similar imperative goes along with the F–35. I want to under-
score Secretary Donley’s comments by noting that this weapons 
system will be the workhorse driving much of our Air Force and 
the joint force forward. 

Long-range strike is the last program among our top priorities 
and initiatives. 

The Air Force fully supports development of a family of systems 
providing both penetrating and standoff capabilities for the next 
two or three decades as described in the QDR. 

And finally, recapturing acquisition excellence, our fifth priority, 
is now only beginning to pay dividends with their acquisition im-
provement plan at the heart of the reform effort. While promising 
the initial successes must continue for a number of years before we 
can declare victory on this front, we are fully aware, that we must 
ring every bit of capability and value that we can from the systems 
that we procure. So this effort will require sustained focus on ac-
quisition excellence. 

Mr. Chairman, the Air Force will continue to provide our best 
military advice and stewardship, delivering global vigilance, reach, 
and power for the Nation. Thank you for your continued support 
of the United States Air Force and particularly of our Airmen and 
their families. I look forward, sir, to your questions. 

[The joint statement of Secretary Donley and General Schwartz 
follows:] 
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Mr. DICKS. Well, I just wanted to comment that I was very 
pleased that both of you were there today for the presentation of 
the Gold Medal to the women aviators of World War II. That cer-
tainly was an amazing event. I am glad I went personally. 

And, Secretary Donley, I want to compliment you on your excel-
lent remarks and recognition of these hundreds of great women 
who are still alive, who did so much during the World War II thing 
and were so little recognized for it. It just shows you what great 
people we have in this country. 

Mr. DONLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It was a tremendous 
day for the Nation and for our Air Force as well. 

KC–X 

Mr. DICKS. Now, you have Dicks and Tiahrt today, so you know 
what the first question is going to be. Can you give us an update 
on the KC–X program? 

Mr. DONLEY. As you noted, sir, we did receive a letter from Nor-
throp Grumman indicating their intent not to bid on the current 
Request for Proposal (RFP) which is out and also indicating that 
they did not plan to protest the current—— 

Mr. DICKS. Which was very welcomed. 
Mr. DONLEY. The Department’s plan going forward is to let this 

RFP stand. This is the best way for us to get a good proposal from 
whatever offer comes in. 

Obviously, Boeing is in that mix; and we need Boeing or other 
offerers to bid on the proposal that we have put out and that is on 
the street today. So our intent is to let that process run its course. 

Mr. DICKS. And Boeing has not yet submitted its proposal. 
Mr. DONLEY. They have not. I think we have about 62 days left 

or something close to that in the current RFP. 
Mr. DICKS. Obviously, this is a very important program, and our 

committee has been involved in this thing since 2001, and I don’t 
want to go through the history here. But it does point out one thing 
that you mentioned as your number five priority and that is what 
you are going to do about acquisition. 

I think we all recognize that the acquisition force within the Air 
Force and within the Department was cut back too far, and I know 
that you are increasing the number of people who are involved in 
acquisition. But when you look at all of the programs that are hav-
ing difficulty and the Nunn-McCurdy breaches and the escalation 
in cost that represents, we really have to do this; and we have to 
get this fixed as soon as possible. Can you give us a sense of what 
you are trying to do? 

I know you are trying to bring back—increase the personnel so 
you can have more people to handle these programs, but give us 
a sense of what you are trying to do. 

Mr. DONLEY. Well, the acquisition improvement program that 
the Chief and I put in place just several months after we arrived 
has several components to it, but I won’t go into all of the details. 

But the most important element is rebuilding the workforce. We 
were able to add over 700 personnel to our acquisition workforce 
last year. We are on track I believe for over 900 [additional] this 
year. The focus is on bringing back specific expertise—contracting, 
cost estimating, and systems engineering capabilities that support 
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the acquisition process—and making sure that we have them ap-
propriately deployed across our product centers and program of-
fices. 

In the last year, we have added nine new program executive offi-
cers. It puts us at a level roughly comparable to the Army and 
Navy in terms of numbers of Program Executive Officers (PEOs). 
But this will help spread the work across a larger number of execu-
tives so that they do not have such a broad span of control. They 
will be able to focus on the programs for which they are responsible 
and provide improved oversight. 

Mr. DICKS. General, do you have any comment on this? 
General SCHWARTZ. I would just speak to the thing for which I 

am responsible, which is the requirements. We have elevated the 
level at which requirements are validated and, to be sure, we have 
elevated the level at which changes to requirements are approved. 
And there will be much greater discipline applied in that respect, 
sir. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Tiahrt. 
Mr. TIAHRT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
In the tanker program, you are going to go through the current 

schedule; you will get a bid. Do you plan on restructuring the con-
tract itself? Will there be incentives put in place for underruns or 
anything different than what you plan to do under your current 
RFP? 

Mr. DONLEY. We do plan to incentive performance both with re-
spect to delivery and with respect to fuel burn and performance as 
well. So it is still anticipated to be a firm fixed price at the very 
front end and then fixed price and incentive thereafter. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Have you looked at production rates? I mean, the 
optimum rate is not 12 to 15. Have you looked at 25 to 30 as far 
as a delivery rate per year? 

Mr. DONLEY. The RFP is structured to request cost and pricing 
data on a roughly 15 airplanes per year schedule. Our challenge 
with alternative approaches, which would add airplanes, is that we 
would have to budget for increased levels of acquisition. 

The good part of that would be that we would get the tanker 
fleet recapitalized faster, but we would have to spend twice as 
much money every year to do it. So instead of spending in the 
neighborhood of $31⁄2 billion per year, we would be spending closer 
to $7 billion a year on tankers; and that is a lot of money. So we 
have to balance the tanker acquisition with other pressing needs 
and other mission areas as well. 

Mr. TIAHRT. My only concern is that one Air Force officer told 
me—just to put it in perspective—that the mother of the last pilot 
of a KC–X hasn’t been born yet. The only way we change that is 
if we start procuring them on a more optimum rate. So perhaps 
some study will be done so we can see what kind of cost savings. 
Maybe it is not double the amount. Maybe it is some reduction be-
cause of the improvement curve. 

Mr. DONLEY. Certainly at some point in the future one might 
consider a multiyear procurement opportunity. That is still out in 
the future to be worked at some point. But bumping up procure-
ments at the levels that you are describing requires a lot more 
budget dollars than we currently have available. 
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MC–12 AND LIGHT MOBILITY AIRCRAFT 

Mr. TIAHRT. There are two programs I want to just briefly touch 
on, the MC–12 and the light mobility aircraft. The MC–12, Air 
Force purchased five in fiscal year 2010. My understanding is that 
the in fleet will be about 25 aircraft. 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, actually 37 total aircraft. 
Mr. TIAHRT. Thirty-seven. But there is no request for any aircraft 

in 2011. Have I got that right? 
General SCHWARTZ. Sir, we will complete the purchase and the 

modification of all of the platforms this year. 
Mr. TIAHRT. All 37. 
General SCHWARTZ. All 37. 
Mr. DONLEY. The last airplanes, sir, as I understand it, are an 

additional five in the fiscal year 2010 Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations (OCO) supplemental. 

Mr. TIAHRT. And in the light mobility, I think that is a 60-air-
craft fleet. And you have requested 15 in the budget, but there is 
no RFP issued yet. Is there an RFP date for the light-mobility air-
craft? 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, that RFP should be issued later this cal-
endar year. And it is not a 60-airplane fleet. It is a 15-airplane 
fleet. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Maybe I had those turned around. I apologize. 
General SCHWARTZ. No. But the key thing is that both for light 

lift and light strike, those will be 15 aircraft fleets whose primary 
focus will be not to perform missions for the United States Air 
Force or the American Armed Forces but, rather, to enable our 
partners to build partner capacity. And that will be true with a 
platform that is something that can be readily assimilated by most 
of the air forces on the planet. I just would comment, sir, that not 
every air force can afford C–17s. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Thank you. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Visclosky. I am going to run up and vote and 

come right back. But I am going to turn it over to Mr. Visclosky. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Secretary, I may have done this in the past, but I want to 

congratulate you on your stellar education at USC as a Notre 
Dame grad. My son finally got through USC about a year ago. So 
I want to congratulate you on that. 

Mr. DONLEY. Congratulations. I understand that would mean you 
got a pay raise in that deal. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Yes, sir. 

ALTERNATE ENGINE 

Mr. Secretary, on the alternative engine, the Department has 
gone back to the committee with an analysis; and, from our per-
spective, it would appear to be almost a wash with some of the 
numbers used by the Department having no backup justification. 
If it is from your numbers a wash, what would be the continued 
resistance in not making sure you had a competitive basis here? 

Mr. DONLEY. Well, I think, as the Deputy Secretary’s commu-
nication indicated, this has been closely studied; and it was in some 
respects a difficult call in the Department. We have looked at this 
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issue for several years from several different angles; and, in sum-
marizing that, it is the Department’s judgment that there is still 
work to be done on the alternative engine, that the costs that need 
to be made in the near term cannot yet be seen to be recouped 
later. The near-term costs are pretty clear. The long-term savings 
are just not clear enough to warrant the investment in the second 
engine. 

I think another factor this year is the challenge that we are 
going through in restructuring the F–35 program itself, the under-
lying program and the fact that this would add additional costs on 
top of an already large and, to some extent, strained program. So 
that is where the Department came down on that subject. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I have to vote. I would yield my time back, but 
if I could return to this issue. 

C–5 RETIREMENTS 

Mr. DICKS. Yes, of course. As soon as you come back. 
Let us talk about C–5 retirements. Where do we stand on that? 

I know it is something that the Air Force has wanted to do. I am 
strongly in support of what you are attempting to do. Give us the 
status on this. 

General SCHWARTZ. Mr. Chairman, we propose in 2011 to retire 
17 C–5A aircraft; and we have certain statutory requirements to 
complete before we can activate that requirement process, includ-
ing, among other things, to give you the report on the C–5 re- 
engining program operational test and evaluation (OT&E). That 
OT&E report is complete, and it will be submitted to our Office of 
the Secretary of Defense hires, and they will return that report to 
you sometime late summer or shortly after that. 

The key thing, sir, is that the mobility requirement and capa-
bility study has recently been delivered to the respective defense 
committees. It reflects that we have somewhat more capacity than 
we actually must have, and we find ourselves in the situation 
where we cannot have too much management reserve. That is the 
case now with 223 C–17s, ultimately, and the 111 C–5s that are 
currently in the inventory. The mobility study, sir, has indicated 
that we need about 32.7 million ton miles of capacity. 

Mr. DICKS. 32.7 ton miles? 
General SCHWARTZ. Million ton miles. That equates to the low 

300s of large transport aircraft, rather than the 320 plus where we 
currently are, sir. 

Mr. DICKS. I will just tell you—and you know this better than 
I do. But you get over to Ramstein and you see all of those planes 
and you realize that, since 2001, all of those air lifters have been 
moving back and forth around the world. Anything about the logis-
tics effort just to get everything into Afghanistan and get every-
thing out of Iraq, I mean, it is extremely impressive. 

But I think up here we worry—and this mobility study should be 
enlightening for us to take a look at, and I haven’t had a chance 
to take a look at it. But I think there has been some opposition up 
here I know on the retirement issue. But for money to buy new 
things and to operate the Air Force, I think we have to do this. 

I am going to return to Mr. Visclosky. 
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General SCHWARTZ. Mr. Chairman, if I might just say, it is not 
just the money, though. The coin of the realm is actually becoming 
manpower. 

Mr. DICKS. Personnel. 
General SCHWARTZ. Absolutely. 
Mr. DICKS. Why don’t you finish? I will go vote, and then we will 

go onto Ms. Granger. 

ALTERNATE ENGINE 

Mr. VISCLOSKY [presiding]. Chairman, thank you very much. 
Secretary, if I could return. You had mentioned a shorter-term 

up front cost but without a clear idea of what the longer term sav-
ings might be. Can you quantify that as far as the additional in-
vestment in the short term? 

Mr. DONLEY. I believe the Department’s analysis which was pro-
vided to the committee indicated there was probably about a $2.6 
additional billion required in investment in the alternative engine 
ahead of us and that that had to be factored in to the total cost 
of potentially moving forward, and that is somewhat different than 
some of the analysis that the committees had looked at. That was 
performed by the Cost Assessment Program Evaluation (CAPE) of-
fice in the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), and I think 
that is reflected in the study that has been provided to the com-
mittee. 

And, again, there is an indication, at least for some of the as-
sumptions made, that there wasn’t justification that was cited. I 
assume our staff could follow up with the Department and get 
those justifications. 

Mr. DONLEY. I believe the summary report provided by the De-
partment was about three or four pages, and there were attach-
ments behind it. What is available—I would be happy to follow up 
with the staff in terms of any additional info that would be nec-
essary. 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, may I just offer a little—again, perhaps 
an operator’s perspective here. There are three things with regard 
to alternate engine that concern me. 

There is a good argument that competitive pressure is a valuable 
thing. It is a valid argument in my view. The question is afford-
ability. And the reality for me is, if more engines means less air-
planes, that is not a good trade for the United States Air Force. 
Point one. 

Point two is that the reality is that the alternate engine will only 
be for the United States Air Force. The Navy is not going to have 
two engines aboard ship. Our international partners are not going 
to have two engines. So the reality is that if we have an alternate 
engine and there is a mandate for that, that obligation will ride 
primarily on the Air Force. 

Finally, we are not in 1980 any longer where high performance 
engines had suspect reliability. At the moment, there are at least 
two very successful fighter programs that operate on a single en-
gine. The F–22 and the F/A–18–E/F are a case in point. 

And so, given those three considerations, I think we need to take 
a balanced view. That is my best advice, sir. 
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Mr. VISCLOSKY. General, following up on the proposition that you 
would end up being unable to secure as many aircraft, is that 
quantified in the justifications that were submitted to the com-
mittee as to how much of a shortfall you would have as far as air-
craft from your perspective? 

General SCHWARTZ. This is the basic argument, that if you have 
a fixed program top-lined for the F–35 and you fund the alternate 
engine out of that top line, it has the inescapable effect of reducing 
aircraft procurement. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Have you quantified that in terms of number of 
aircraft? 

General SCHWARTZ. I have not, sir. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Sir, I am an accounting major. Could I do that 

myself from the report? 
Mr. DONLEY. I think the staff would have enough data to help 

you work through that calculation. 
But, sir, I would reemphasize the comment the Chief just made. 

Our challenge with this program has been—one of the challenges 
is that the second engine dollars continue to be directed into the 
program, have to be absorbed by the program, and that is a signifi-
cant concern as we are trying to add money to development to sup-
port getting back on track with the test program, et cetera. So this 
program is costing us more going forward, and we need to be care-
ful and cautious and very deliberate about what other capabilities 
and requirements we put on the program going forward. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. And, General, if I could get back—you mentioned 
reliability, but I didn’t hear in that the question about the possible 
reliability of the engine. It was that you have at least two other 
aircraft with a single engine and that has proved reliable. 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, my point was that we have had 20-plus 
years of development since the days of the so-called engine wars; 
and engine technology and manufacturing and what have you has 
progressed during that period. So the reliability of the engines is 
improved to the extent that at least in two of our frontline fighters 
we have chosen collectively to not have an alternate engine. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. General, the last point I would make and then 
just make a brief statement here is I appreciate also the observa-
tion that the Navy has no plans to do a second engine and that our 
international partners would not either. My supposition would be 
that one of the items in their mind is that there isn’t a second en-
gine, that there is no alternative engine permanently fixed in the 
Air Force’s program, so there is no reason to plan for a second en-
gine. 

General SCHWARTZ. My point was, though, sir, that it would be 
one or the other. You will not find both engines in the inventory 
of those folks that we mentioned. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Secretary and General, I appreciate your com-
ments. I just must tell you generically—and it holds true for a 
range of problems. We have had shipbuilding hearings and oth-
ers—I am very concerned that if we don’t have competition in some 
of these programs, you have a hedge against risks in the future. 
I think just competition for all of us, as hard as all of us in this 
room do work, it gives you an extra edge. 
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And I am very concerned about our manufacturing base, that if 
we end up having that single supplier—and I understand, also, 
there is only going to be X number of engines—is why do we only 
have six shipyards of significance in this country today that are 
building warships, is to make sure we don’t lose that capacity. And 
I am very concerned about it here on the propulsion side. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DICKS [presiding]. Ms. Granger. 

JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you both for being here. 
Secretary Donley, in January, Secretary Gates announced the re-

structuring of the Joint Strike Fighter program. He stated there 
were no insurmountable problems, technical or otherwise, but is it 
your assessment that the measures taken so far are sufficient to 
guarantee success? 

I would ask both of you gentlemen the same thing. 
Mr. DONLEY. My judgment on this is yes, firmly. This has been 

a two-year process, and I think the committee is aware because you 
work so closely with this program. But F–35 has gotten close scru-
tiny for the last two years. We had an independent estimate deliv-
ered at the end of 2008 which indicated that there were challenges 
with the program, but we weren’t sure how serious they were. We 
weren’t sure how quickly the contractor might recover from those 
challenges. But, nonetheless, Secretary Gates added dollars to the 
fiscal year 2010 budget for system development. 

But we also set in motion a second series of independent esti-
mates which delivered at the end of calendar year 2009, just at the 
end of last year; and they confirmed the results of the first esti-
mate, that the program indeed was behind. 

So after these two years of close assessment, the Secretary set-
tled on the independent estimates going forward, which needed to 
recognize a slip in the development program, which we have done. 
So we have taken all of the measures that you would expect us to 
take, having reached that conclusion. We have added dollars for de-
velopment. We have also lowered the ramp on production by 122 
airplanes across the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP). 

That doesn’t mean we are stopping production. In fact, the Air 
Force is requesting 22 aircraft in our budget for procurement this 
year for the F–35. We have also taken some early production air-
craft and moved them over to support a stronger test program. 

The essence of this is the production is slightly behind, and that 
has put the test program behind, and that is really what we want 
to get through. We want to get through developmental tests. We 
want to get through operational tests and wring out any potential 
issues we have with this airplane before we go to full rate produc-
tion. 

So I think the Department actually has done an excellent job in 
the last six or seven months, especially in getting its arms around 
this program, and that our visibility and management oversight of 
this program is now stronger than it has ever been. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
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General SCHWARTZ. Ma’am, my take is that we are now in a posi-
tion that we have less optimism and more realism, and that is a 
good thing. 

Ms. GRANGER. I will take that as positive. 
General SCHWARTZ. It is. 
Ms. GRANGER. General Schwartz, your long-range plan calls for 

you to replace older aircraft with the Joint Strike Fighter, the F– 
15s, the F–16s, A–10s, because of the unique capabilities of the 
Joint Strike Fighter. Would you comment on what is unique about 
that? 

General SCHWARTZ. There are several aspects of this. 
Clearly, it is a generation five fighter and what that implies is 

it does have low observable qualities which enable it to operate in 
defended air space with much less likelihood of having a successful 
intercept by either airborne threats or surface-to-air threats. 

But probably as important is that these machines will have sen-
sor integration to the degree that we have only seen in a genera-
tion somewhat earlier in the F–22; and it is this capacity to inte-
grate sensors with the low observable capability, in addition to hav-
ing a highly maneuverable platform and one that, again, can suc-
ceed both in air-to-air and in air-to-ground role, that makes the F– 
35 the right platform on which we should base our future tactical 
aviation fleet. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
I have one last question about the Joint Strike Fighter. As you 

know, I have the NAS JRB Fort Worth in my district; and I know 
that Fort Worth didn’t make the short list for the Joint Strike 
Fighters operational bases in October. Can you tell me what the 
considerations will be in choosing the maintenance centers of excel-
lence for the Joint Strike Fighter? 

I know that Fort Worth’s location with Lockheed Martin being lo-
cated there should be a strong contender. Can you tell me what 
considerations will be made? 

General SCHWARTZ. I think the primary consideration will be the 
expertise. This is both human capital consideration and prior expe-
rience with low observable maintenance and what have you, and at 
least one of our depots currently has very substantial experience in 
that respect with the F–22. 

So I think the key thing in terms of sustaining the platform will 
be the workforce considerations, as well as the capacity of the 
depot to have the right kind of approach and philosophy. Because 
low-observable maintenance is not plug and chug as it is on tradi-
tional aircraft. It is a different formula and requires different skills 
and a different management strategy. And so I think it will depend 
both on people and the level of experience that the various can-
didates have. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you very much. 
Mr. DICKS. I may have missed this while I was out of the room, 

but I want to go back to ask this question and have you answer 
it. What are the risks of procuring over 250 aircraft, Joint Strike 
Fighters, or 14 percent of the total requirement in the low rate ini-
tial program? 

General SCHWARTZ. Mr. Chairman, I think the risk is that you 
discover something in tests that is very significant and requires ad-
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justments to the machines that are already produced. That is one 
of the things that the jet analyses, both one and two, I think have 
helped to smooth out. 

There is much less concurrency in this program than there was. 
It doesn’t mean there is zero. If there was zero concurrency, it 
would be a 15- or 20-year development; and that simply is unac-
ceptable as well. But as the Secretary suggested, we have reduced 
the production ramp and we have invested in accelerated develop-
ment and operations tests so that we think that the risks are 
much, much better balanced than they were previously. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Rogers. 
Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DICKS. Thank you. 

NUCLEAR SECURITY 

Mr. ROGERS. Last year, I asked you about the two incidents in-
volving nuclear security; and we made some changes in the appro-
priations. What can you tell us today about the accountability ac-
tions that you have taken and if the fiscal year 2011 budget ade-
quately addresses nuclear security? 

Mr. DONLEY. Sir, we continue to work this issue. It remains a 
very high priority for us; and, as I indicated in my opening re-
marks, I think it is going to require determination and patience 
going forward. 

In the last roughly 1 year to 15 months or so we have had, I 
think, a total of about 33 inspections. Twelve of those have in-
volved unsatisfactory outcomes that required retesting. That re-
testing has been accomplished on seven units, and I think we still 
have a handful, four or five, remaining to be done. 

But this is a continuous process, and both the Chief and I are 
very committed to this work going forward. We are not going to 
back off on the inspection process. We need to stay with it going 
forward. 

Our Airmen are doing a tremendous job out there. But being cer-
tified for nuclear operations and being inspected for nuclear oper-
ations is not a once-in-5-year or 10-year process. It is a continuous 
effort to make sure that we are maintaining the highest standards 
we can, 365 days a year. 

Mr. DICKS. Would you yield just for a second on that? 
Mr. ROGERS. Yes. 
Mr. DICKS. I assume, though it wasn’t said, that this does involve 

a lot of training of your people. Is that accurate? Are we training 
these people? Giving them the understanding of what they have to 
do to succeed in this area? 

Mr. DONLEY. I believe we are, Mr. Chairman. 
General SCHWARTZ. Absolutely. And I would say as well, just to 

amplify, that this is tough business. It is an unforgiving business. 
And so, sir, you asked about accountability. I don’t like counting 

scalps. That is not what this is about. But we have taken action 
on seven officers over this period. But that is not the measure of 
success, in my view. The measure of success is assuring that our 
folks are well led, they are well trained, as the Chairman indicated, 
and they execute. That is the name of the game. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Rogers. 
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Mr. ROGERS. Well, is it correct to say that over the last year you 
have had 33 nuclear security inspections and eight of them unsatis-
factory? Can you tell us more about that? 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, they ranged from a variety of things. For 
example, one persistent problem has to do with the personnel reli-
ability program. That is the medical certification for our airmen to 
perform nuclear tasks. It is a paperwork-intensive process, and any 
glitch in the paperwork or the channels of communications is a 
bust. There is no middle ground. And, of course, in the technical 
operations, that is dealing with either maintenance or loading of 
weapons and so on, the demands are very stringent; and a devi-
ation is a bust. 

So we have had both of those kinds of things occur. And the bot-
tom line is that our inspections now are very demanding. They are 
invasive, and they do things like 100 percent sampling, which was 
not the case in the past. And so we are uncovering things that we 
overlooked before. And I don’t apologize for turning over rocks. 
That is what we have to do. 

Mr. ROGERS. So you established the Nuclear Weapons Center? 
General SCHWARTZ. We did. 
Mr. ROGERS. How is that working out? 
General SCHWARTZ. I think very well. 
The basic philosophy behind this, sir, was that we had 

sustainment in the nuclear business distributed amongst three 
major commands and other activities. The same thing was true on 
the operations side. And the basic idea here was that the Secretary 
needed to have an accountable officer on the operations side and 
on the sustainment side who was personally vested in the perform-
ance of the enterprise, and that is now the case. Lieutenant Gen-
eral Frank Klotz is the operational person, and Brigadier General 
Ev Thomas is the accountable party on the sustainment side. They 
are carrying a significant load, sir. 

Mr. ROGERS. Does your fiscal year 2011 budget adequately ad-
dress nuclear security, do you think? 

General SCHWARTZ. From the Air Force point of view, it does, sir. 
I would only indicate—and this is not so much in our lane, but it 
is in the broader appropriations lane—is that there are needs there 
that really are even outside the Department of Defense (DOD) 
realm, that are in the Department of Energy realm. And it is im-
portant, if I may recommend, for this committee to watch what 
happens with regard to the nuclear infrastructure that DOE is re-
sponsible for and those programs for maintaining the weapons in 
a safe, reliable state. That that, too, is adequately funded. 

Mr. ROGERS. Briefly describe the interaction between DOE and 
the Air Force in this respect. 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, DOE fundamentally is responsible for 
the weapons, the weapon, the explosive package, if you will. We are 
responsible for the delivery systems. And that is the division of 
labor. There is some overlap there, and you have interfaces and so 
on. And, obviously, there is close collaboration. We have a brigadier 
general whose full-time job is to work these matters over at DOE 
headquarters, just an indication of the significance of this inter-
action. But to do this all properly requires not only resourcing the 
DOD side of this properly but, likewise, the DOE side. 
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Mr. ROGERS. What should we look for on DOE? 
General SCHWARTZ. I think questions about sustaining their in-

frastructure and whether the programs related to DOD weapons— 
for us, the B61 air delivery weapon—is properly funded. And this 
has to do with renovations. It is not a new thing. This has to do 
with replacing time-limited components that age out. 

Mr. DONLEY. These are life extension programs for nuclear weap-
ons. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Secretary, are you satisfied with the security 
now? 

Mr. DONLEY. I am. We always look for ways to do things better, 
and we work with the Defense Threat Reduction Agency in this re-
gard. They also oversee our inspections, and they perform the Re-
search and Development (R&D) for the Department of Defense that 
helps identify areas where both the Air Force and the Navy can im-
prove security. But the long-term safety and reliability of the weap-
ons is critical as we look toward a potential start follow-on agree-
ment and we have to make longer term choices about what we are 
going to do with our ICBM force, with our bomber forces, and the 
weapons that go with them. So this close collaboration between the 
Department of Defense and the Department of Energy on future 
choices going forward and sustaining capabilities out for another 
decade and the decade beyond is critical work for our Nation right 
now. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Rogers, if you would yield. I appreciate your 
line of questioning; and, gentlemen, I appreciate your responses. 

As most people probably understand, Mr. Frelinghuysen is rank-
ing on the Energy Subcommittee and I chair it, and I do appreciate 
the active engagement of the Air Force and others at DOD. Be-
cause for too long, from my perspective, what has happened is it 
has been too easy in the past for DOD to simply say, here is what 
we need, because the cost is not attributable to them. 

Part of the problem we have on Energy is the inability of that 
Department to manage major construction projects; and what we 
have been, in a bipartisan fashion, pressing on is make sure we un-
derstand what that strategy is and appreciate you doing the re-
view. What do you need with that strategy? That is, again, looking 
at the long term and now let’s define the infrastructure before we 
start building something again when we can’t manage the contract. 
So I appreciate your line of questioning. 

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Boyd. 
Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, you look 

good and comfortable in that chair. 
Mr. DICKS. Thank you very much. 

STRATEGIC BASING 

Mr. BOYD. Secretary Donley, General Schwartz, great to see both 
of you. Thank you for your service and especially for your kindness 
to the people down in my area of the world and the trips you have 
made down there to try to understand a little bit better about who 
they are and what they do. They all certainly appreciate you, as 
their bosses, coming down there to visit them. 
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General Schwartz, in your testimony—or I guess this is a com-
bined testimony, is what it says on the front—you talk about stra-
tegic basing and the strategic basing process to ensure basing deci-
sions are made in a manner to support new weapon systems acqui-
sition and delivery schedules as well as organization activation 
milestones. Can you talk to me a little bit about that or the com-
mittee a little bit about who makes up that group? Do you provide 
oversight and guidance to the group? And who makes the final 
basic decisions? 

Mr. DONLEY. The Strategic Basing Executive Group is made up 
of several offices in our Air Force headquarters. Our installations 
and environment offices lead that, but it includes the A3/5, the op-
erations folks, the programming staff, logistics, and other folks on 
the headquarters staff. 

This process was initiated after the Chief and I came in. The pre-
vious process in the Air Force was much more decentralized. It was 
run by our major commands who tended to look at potential bed- 
downs and basing decisions just within the framework of the bases 
under their responsibility, and we felt like we needed a much 
broader approach. We needed an Air Force-wide perspective on bas-
ing decisions. 

We also needed to bring to bear the expertise of the headquarters 
and some aspects of our work—environmental work just, for exam-
ple—where we have a broad perspective of issues across the Air 
Force that perhaps a major command doesn’t have. So we set in 
motion a process at the headquarters to deliberately review our 
basing decisions and get the full corporate attention of the Air 
Force on those decisions. 

The Chief and I do oversee that process. We are briefed periodi-
cally, actually, every few weeks. We have a very busy year, with 
a calendar of issues that we are addressing. 

Mr. BOYD. So you folks provide the oversight and guidance, and 
then final basing decisions is made by you guys? 

Mr. DONLEY. We do. 
Mr. BOYD. I noticed in your testimony that you alluded to the F– 

35, using that procedure on the F–35. Now, the CAF realignment 
that we are going through, do you intend to also use it with the 
F–22 basing decisions? 

General SCHWARTZ. Yes, we will. But the F–22 is a somewhat 
different situation than is a new start program like the F–35. I 
mean, we have delivered 165 or so airplanes, and we have 25 or 
so left to go, and so this is a more mature program. 

So there are other factors I think that bear on F–22 that overlay 
the question of basing which you would have with a new program, 
specifically fleet management, and that at one time the Air Force 
had in mind 700 or 381 or even 243. We end up with 187, and that 
is a different animal than a larger fleet. So we will have to make 
choices on basing for the remaining aircraft and perhaps those that 
are already bed-down. Our best judgment of how to manage that 
now smaller fleet which will be 187 aircraft. 

Mr. BOYD. But it is your intent to use that basing procedure. 
Mr. Chairman, I will save my other questions for the next round. 
Mr. DICKS. Thank you. 
Mr. Kingston. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:50 Mar 17, 2011 Jkt 065007 PO 00000 Frm 00269 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 E:\HR\OC\A007P2.XXX A007P2E
m

cd
on

al
d 

on
 D

S
K

2B
S

O
Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

E
A

R
IN

G



270 

JSTARS 

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Secretary Donley, I wanted to ask a little bit about the Joint- 

STARS system, and what I will do is kind of ask a couple of ques-
tions and then let you take it from there. 

But I know that the Air Force was studying fleet viability, and 
I was wondering what the status of that was. And then I under-
stand two of the airplanes are grounded, and I was wondering 
what their status was. And I also wondered what other platforms 
might be a viable option, such as the Navy’s. 

And then, in terms of the engines, as you know, we have appro-
priated lots of money, $730 million, for reengineering on 18 air-
craft. But I understand now that number is up to $1.6 billion and 
not exactly sure what the status of that is and where we are head-
ing with that. 

So tell me about the program. 
Mr. DONLEY. Right. I appreciate this opportunity, Mr. Kingston. 
The Joint Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System 

(JSTARS), first of all, is providing great capability in the current 
war fight. It provides ground moving target radar coverage, which 
is very valuable to operations in Afghanistan and Iraq as well. So 
this is an important capability going forward. 

We faced three issues that were not necessarily connected, and 
this was the challenge that the Chief and I faced. 

The Department had set in motion several years ago a re- 
engining program for the JSTARS aircraft. These are Boeing 707 
airframes bought used by the United States Air Force almost 20 
years ago. So they have a lot of service time on them already. In 
some cases, their provenance, where they came from and exactly 
their condition when we took possession of them, is not quite un-
derstood in all the detail that we would like. But, suffice to say, 
these are old airframes. So a re-engining program had been ex-
plored, and the Department was on a path to re-engine these air-
planes. 

At the same time, however, there are new radars being developed 
on new platforms with a range of other capabilities that also do 
ground moving targets and also dismounted targets, which are of 
high interest in the current war fight. So the future radar systems 
available to the Department are actually a broad range of alter-
natives out there that we had yet to decide upon in terms of which 
radars we would use. 

The third issue we had in front of us was the long-term viability 
of that 707 platform. 

So the Chief and I have endeavored to slow the re-engining proc-
ess down until we decide what the future of the radar capability 
is going to be and, as we decide that, also understand the future 
life span of these aircraft, and how much money are we going to 
put into these old 707 airframes. So we have an analysis of alter-
natives under way to assess the ground moving target indicator re-
quirements, and the future radars that we would need, and the al-
ternative platforms on which those radars might be housed. That 
work won’t deliver until next year, but, in the meantime, we should 
get some updates to inform our way forward. 
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Also, in the near term, we received direction from the Depart-
ment of Defense to proceed with the re-engining, two ship sets 
originally and then two more on top, for a total of four ship sets 
of engines, new engines to re-engine airplanes. So we are in the 
process of supporting that direction as well. But it is sort of four 
ship sets on hold is sort of where we are today on that program. 
But we still have work to do to finish the development of the re- 
engining. But we have dollars to do that. 

And in the meantime, again, we are putting dollars into sus-
taining the Joint STARS going forward because it is such an impor-
tant capability for us now. 

I apologize for that long answer, but that is the broad overview. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Well, there are actually more questions on it, but 

I know time doesn’t allow. Do I have time, Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. DICKS. You can ask another question, certainly. 

HH–60 COMBAT SEARCH AND RESCUE 

Mr. KINGSTON. On the combat search and rescue helicopter pro-
gram, I understand that the HH–60G helicopters—we are cutting 
back on that search and rescue; and I wonder, how do you address 
that? 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, you are quite right that the fleet of now 
100 available helicopters, 96 to be exact, are quite in demand. And 
just to give you a sense of that, in 2009, we had over 700 saves 
in Iraq and Afghanistan with our airplanes. And, by the way, there 
are 16 aircraft that are deployed at the moment. There are 6 in 
Iraq and 10 in Afghanistan. And they, as I said, over 700 saves. 

These are not sort of the traditional combat search and rescue 
kinds of things. These are picking up Soldiers and Marines and 
other Airmen outside the wire or coalition partners to ensure that 
that golden hour after they are wounded is kept sacrosanct as the 
Secretary of Defense has mandated. 

What happened was we were pursuing a platform, the Combat 
Search and Rescue (CSAR), which, as you are aware, the Secretary 
cancelled last year. And so what we have agreement on is to re-
capitalize those HH–60 aircraft not with a new start but essen-
tially with an off-the-shelf kind of capability. We think we can get 
an airplane that is in production in a competitive fashion that will 
allow us to recap the CSAR fleet in an affordable manner. 

Mr. KINGSTON. We are looking at buying two more helicopters, 
is that correct? 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, there is actually six in this budget. 
There is three in the base and three in the Overseas Contingency 
Overseas request (OCO) for combat losses. 

Mr. KINGSTON. That is enough, even with the surge? 
General SCHWARTZ. Sir, we need to recap to the 112 aircraft pro-

gram of record. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Moran. 
Mr. MORAN. Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman. 
I appreciate the fact that while all of the hullabaloo is going on 

in other parts of the Capitol you are here visiting us. 
Mr. DICKS. It is a better place to be. 
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CONTRACTING OUT 

Mr. MORAN. This subcommittee has asked all of the services to 
provide us with an estimate of how much of their responsibilities 
were contracted out, and the Army replied fairly completely. We 
had the worst problem with the Air Force. As I understand it, we 
got only an estimate of contracted services. 

Now we see in your budget that you plan to do some major hir-
ing. There is an increase of $1.6 billion for civilian compensation 
related to insourcing, but there is only a billion dollars left for con-
tractor services. You might address that, and I hope briefly, be-
cause I have got a couple of other questions as well. 

Go ahead, general or Mr. Secretary, either way. 
General SCHWARTZ. Sir, it is important to understand that the 

insourcing is not completely done with respect to the contract serv-
ices. For example, there is some 1,300 spaces associated with joint 
basing where we absorb civilian workforce from other services 
which increased our population. So it isn’t exclusively related to 
contract services. 

Mr. MORAN. But how do you estimate how many contractors you 
have? 

Mr. DONLEY. This is a challenge in the sense that in some cases 
we do have good visibility into how many contractors are working 
for us on a contract. Sometimes that is just a fixed amount of dol-
lars that we are putting against the work, and the number of con-
tractors can fluctuate over time depending on the level of services 
that we are demanding from the contractor. 

But I will follow up, Mr. Moran, because there is something—— 
Mr. DICKS. Will the gentleman yield? Just on that point, it would 

be one thing if we could find out how many companies, but you are 
saying contractor. You are talking about every single individual, is 
that what you just said? 

Mr. DONLEY. Sir, I am not familiar with the details of the com-
mittee’s request and how it was phrased. So if there is something 
that we owe you there, we will follow up to get after it. 

[The information follows:] 
The Air Force submitted our Fiscal Year 2008 service contract inventory to the 

Office of the Secretary of Defense (DPAP) on July 1, 2009, and they forwarded the 
inclusive inventory lists for the Army, Navy, and Air Force to the House and Senate 
pursuant to section 2330a Title 10 United States Code on August 4, 2009. 

We provided approximately $21 billion worth of service contracts in this inven-
tory. This amount was not an estimate, but rather a figure pulled from our official 
contracting system, the Federal Procurement Data System—Next Generation sys-
tem. We estimated 141,000 contractor full-time equivalents (FTE) for the $21 billion 
inventory on standard factor-per-FTE applied across the total obligated amount or 
on estimates provided by Government personnel closely associated with the contract. 

We excluded $14 billion in the Product and Service Codes (PSC) for research, de-
velopment, test and evaluation and military construction, consistent with the defini-
tion of contract services found in the Fiscal Year 2008 National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act, Section 806. We also excluded approximately $3 billion in the PSCs for 
lease or rental of equipment and facilities and other special services where there 
is not an FTE or person closely associated with this action. Using the same stand-
ard factor-per-FTE methodology described above on these contracts yielded another 
approximately 75,000 of estimated contractor FTEs. All together, our final estimate 
is that we had approximately 216,000 contractor FTEs on our estimated $38 billion 
worth of service contracts for Fiscal Year 2008. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Moran. 
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EOP TRAINING 

Mr. MORAN. The authorization, the 2008 NDAA required all serv-
ices, including the Air Force, to provide contractor inventory; and 
the Air Force has not done that. So that would be the best to follow 
up. 

The movie Hurt Locker just got an Oscar. I kind of was rooting— 
I thought Avatar was a little better. But, anyway, there is some 
relevance here to the Air Force. Because, as you know, we have an 
explosive ordnance disposal school; and it functions very well. And 
in fact there is only a 16 percent failure rate for the Marine Corps, 
21 percent for the Navy, but a 47 percent failure rate for the Air 
Force. There is something wrong there. Almost all of it is for aca-
demic reasons. It must be that you are not submitting the quality 
of personnel to that school that the other services are, and that 
must account for the failure rate of almost 50 percent. 

Do you want to address that, General? 
General SCHWARTZ. Congressman Moran, I would only offer this 

as sort of background. 
The Marines, for their Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD), their 

entry level is at the E–5 level. So more mature, they are proven, 
at least one tour, probably more in the Marine Corps, and so on. 
We do have some entry level folks go into the EOD field. 

Secondly, with respect to the Navy, they start their EOD training 
after they complete dive training, so they have a filter in front of 
the EOD training that—I don’t know what the exact numbers 
would be, but it indicates to me that it is not quite apples and ap-
ples between us, the Marine Corps, and the Navy. 

Nonetheless, your point is that we need to scrutinize the skills 
and the potential of the folks we send to the EOD school, and we 
agree with that, and we are working that issue to make sure that 
of course they are volunteers, and they have an interest in this 
very demanding and risky discipline, but they need to have the 
academic skills in order to get there. 

Mr. MORAN. Sure. Let me just ask one last question to conclude. 
The Air Force chose not to play an integral role in the so-called 

war on extremism that the other services did. In fact, such mis-
sions were termed in lieu of traditional missions. Now, just recently 
you now referred to them as joint expeditionary tasking. 

But I think it would be useful to cite briefly and then for the 
record the scope of the Air Force’s role in this battle against extre-
mism. Because those are the wars that are going on, not any cold 
war or a traditional role. But it would be useful to know how many 
airmen are currently deployed in the Central Command area of re-
sponsibility; of that, how many are actually serving on the joint ex-
peditionary tasking missions. 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, we have got 30,000 in the United States 
Central Command area of responsibility. And depending on the 
time of taking the inventory, it is at 4,700 and growing and will 
be at 5,300 when the surge is complete in Afghanistan. 

By the way, when we changed the name from in lieu of to joint 
expeditionary tasking, that was very deliberate, sir. The point was 
this was—if you ask the kids whether they thought what they were 
doing was worthy, of course they do. They didn’t think what they 
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were doing was in lieu of anything. So we changed the name delib-
erately. And we are all in, is the short answer. 

Mr. MORAN. That is what I want to hear. 
Thank you, General. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Thank you, Mr. 

Chairman. 
Mr. DICKS. That is a very good answer. I appreciate that very 

much. 
Mr. Hinchey. 

STEWART ANG BASING 

Mr. HINCHEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
I just wanted to ask you a question about the C–5 retirements 

and the C–17s coming in. And I understand this question may have 
been asked before, but I just have a personal interest in it with re-
gard to Newburgh. I was just wondering what the situation is there 
with regard to the changing that is going on in the context of New-
burgh. 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, we have proposed to retire 17 aircraft in 
this budget submission, 17 C–5s. 

In answer to an earlier question, we are using this basing proc-
ess to determine which installation specifically will lose aircraft 
and transition to the C–17. And I don’t have a specific answer to 
you whether it is Stewart or not. However, there will be one Air 
Force Reserve installation and one Air National Guard installation 
is what it looks like to me now. 

Mr. HINCHEY. So this is something that we will learn over a 
short period of time as to how this evolves? 

General SCHWARTZ. You will know that, and you will certainly 
have advance notice, not late in the game. 

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY 

Mr. HINCHEY. Thank you very much. I appreciate it. 
One of the things that we accomplished there recently was the 

establishment of what is called the Solar Farm. This is something 
that is going to generate about half of the energy that is needed 
there at the Newburgh Air Base, and we are now focusing on com-
ing up with the second half at some point in the future. And I 
know this is of great interest to you, and I know it is something 
that you are engaged in. 

I wondered if you could just talk a little bit about it in a general 
way about the intentions and how we are going to be dealing with 
these energy needs and deal with them more efficiently. 

Mr. DONLEY. This is an important priority for our Air Force as 
you appreciate—I am sure the committee appreciates the Depart-
ment of Defense is the largest consumer of fossil fuels in the Fed-
eral Government, and the Air Force is the largest consumer in the 
Department of Defense. So our three-pronged strategy here is to in-
crease supplies where we can—to include looking for alternative 
sources of energy, to reduce demand where we can, and through 
operational profiles we can find ways to operate more efficiently. 
We have driven our energy requirements down over the last 5 to 
10 years deliberately. 

And the third thing, which sort of wraps it all together, really, 
is to make energy use a consideration in all that we do in peace-

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:50 Mar 17, 2011 Jkt 065007 PO 00000 Frm 00274 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 E:\HR\OC\A007P2.XXX A007P2E
m

cd
on

al
d 

on
 D

S
K

2B
S

O
Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

E
A

R
IN

G



275 

time and wartime operations. We can by our own behavior affect 
the requirements for energy and also identify alternative sources. 

Solar is an important part of that. It is site specific. And one of 
our most recent initiatives, especially on the solar and wind side, 
is to get a little bit more proactive in identifying the new tech-
nologies that are coming on, working with State and regional and 
county governments to identify issues early in that permitting proc-
ess. Because not all of these energy initiatives take place on Air 
Force property, not all of them take place on Federal property, but 
they may influence airspace or they may influence our operations. 
So we need to get more proactive in working with local commu-
nities to work through those issues so that we can get both the 
operational effectiveness we want and the benefits of new energy 
sources along the way. 

Mr. HINCHEY. So this is an issue that is getting really the appro-
priate amount of attention and it is moving forward in a positive 
way. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Tiahrt. 

INSOURCING 

Mr. TIAHRT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I guess, if I understood the inserts you write, it is going to take 

$1.6 billion increase in civilian competition to do the job that $1 
billion of contracting did. 

I think contracting is more efficient, personally. I mean, I don’t 
hire somebody full time when I need somebody to come fix my fur-
nace or take care of the electrical in my house. It just makes sense 
to contract for some services when you need them and not have 
somebody there full time. 

So I, for one, will try to take some of this pressure off of you guys 
for insourcing everything. Because I think it is less efficient and an 
example that was given is 371⁄2 percent less efficient. 

LIGHT ATTACK AIRCRAFT 

I want to talk about the light attack aircraft. There are two pro-
grams now. One is spearheaded by the Navy called Imminent Fury, 
and the other one is actually the Air National Guard doing a demo 
project. 

I think the requirement is out there for a light attack aircraft, 
but I think there could be some synergism in moving these pro-
grams in a parallel fashion, and I wondered if you would consider 
looking at that, maybe coordinating with the Navy on coming up 
with one program. There have been some great advantages shown 
in the Air National Guard program. If we could make that avail-
able for the Navy or somehow coordinate them—and I wanted to 
put that on your radar screen. 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, as you know, we are participating with 
the Navy and the Imminent Fury demonstration. That is not an ac-
quisition program. It really is a demonstration which will occur in 
Afghanistan of that capability. And, as you suggested, there is also 
a demonstration going on in the Air National Guard, and what we 
intend to do is this—is in fiscal year 2012 start on the light strike 
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side, go through the process, develop the requirements, and have 
a standard acquisition approach which will be competitive. 

Mr. TIAHRT. I think we are seeing in procurement—this is prob-
ably an age-old knowledge milestone that we seem to avoid on 
every new contract. If you look at the Presidential helicopter, we 
knew how to make a helicopter fly, but as soon as we start loading 
it up with new requirement, all of a sudden it became too heavy 
to fly in a program sense, not necessarily in an aerodynamic sense. 

STREAMLINED ACQUISITION PROCESS 

The F–35, I think planned changes—you talk about concurrency, 
which I think is a good way to proceed, but it seems like we ought 
to be tighter on the base requirements with planned upgrades at 
PDM, for example, a bus. If you need a bus down to the weapons 
pylons, put the bus in. And if you get a more advanced piece of 
technology for a bus, then you would replace it at the planned pro-
gram depot maintenance. 

I think one of the reasons we get into these elongated, expensive 
programs is we are not tight enough on the requirements for the 
underlying aircraft. And I may be mistaken, but aerodynamically 
it is pretty stable as far as the platform we need well into the fu-
ture. The changes come from a lot of the avionics or the weapons 
capability. By holding the line on those growth ideas, we can make 
those planned upgrades without delaying the program so far and 
driving the price up. Is that part of the plan of going forward with 
F–35 and other programs? 

Mr. DONLEY. It is. There is a joint executive steering board for 
the F–35 program which represents all of the leadership, the stake-
holders of the program; and they track very carefully the content 
of the program and both technical and cost trade-offs along the 
way. So this issue of controlling configuration is critical for F–35 
and other programs. It has gotten a lot more attention over the last 
couple of years, as it should. 

General SCHWARTZ. And I would only add, sir, that that approach 
is what we have in mind for long-range strike. That is to let the 
platform mature over time. We are not looking to have something 
necessarily that is 100 percent of what one might conceive of the 
need but rather to be a little bit less ambitious and then to improve 
over time. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Once the real estate is established inside the air-
craft, then you can do a lot of things with—that given envelope is 
what we need to put some firm—as we go forward, I would like on 
the next generation bomber, I think that pattern would be very 
helpful for us. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, guys. 

UNDEFINITIZED CONTRACTS 

Mr. DICKS. Thank you. 
To meet urgent needs, the Department of Defense can authorize 

contractors to begin work and incur costs before reaching a final 
agreement on the contract terms and conditions, known as 
undefinitized contract actions or letter contracts. As of October, 
2009, the Department of Defense had 429 contracts that were 
undefinitized. Of those, over 160 were Air Force contracts, many of 
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them far exceeding the time permitted to definitize. How are 
undefinitized contracts different from normal contracts? 

Mr. DONLEY. In rough terms, Mr. Chairman, they are shorter. 
They are able to be put together in a shorter period of time. They 
still commit the government to funding a program. They still com-
mit a contractor to delivering certain capability. But they are pre-
liminary, and they need to be followed up with a more permanent 
contract arrangement negotiated in greater detail on both sides. So 
you could provide the flexibility we need to start contract actions 
early. 

I think our challenge, as the committee is aware, is we have let 
these Undefinitized Contract Action (UCA) persist for too long and 
we have used them too easily to bridge over the actual negotiation 
of contracts that needs to take place to get a better handle on 
deliverables. 

Mr. DICKS. Look. You answered my second question. In your ex-
perience, does the benefit of starting work sooner outweigh the loss 
of control experienced in a UCA? 

Mr. DONLEY. I do believe the Department and not just the Air 
Force, but if I can extend this to the DOD level, we do need UCAs. 
We do need the flexibility to use this tool. 

And it is true that we need to tighten up on this. We have identi-
fied the specific areas in the Air Force acquisition process where 
this is taking too long. We have elevated the approval authorities 
to undertake UCAs so we sort of staunch the bleeding up front so 
there should be less rapid growth in the use of UCAs and we 
should be working down a backlog of existing UCAs and converting 
those to contracts as quickly as we can. 

Mr. DICKS. Does a shortage of contracting officers within the Air 
Force impact the Air Force’s ability to definitize contracts? 

Mr. DONLEY. I think it is a factor. I think General Hoffman could 
provide a much more sharp perspective on this. But we are short 
on contracting personnel; and, in fact, if you look at the stressed 
career fields in the United States Air Force, contracting is near the 
top. 

Our contracting folks are operating on a one-to-one dwell in the 
(USCENTCOM) area of operations and actually were called upon 
to help the Department work contracting challenges in 
(USCENTCOM) that arose about three, four, five years ago; and 
where the Department needed some infusion of contracting exper-
tise, they came to the Air Force to do that. So that has had an im-
pact, and we are trying to build up the contracting workforce in our 
acquisition improvement program. But I think General Hoffman 
could provide more detail on that. 

General SCHWARTZ. And, sir, if I may just add, by the way, those 
contracting assessments are joint expeditionary taskings; and they 
are doing real work for the country. Sir, I might just say, to give 
you an example, because I know you consider us to be a bad actor 
in this regard. 

And with the Global Hawk program, for example, there are six 
undefinitized contracts all of which will be definitized before the 
end of the fiscal year. So it gives you a sense, and I know the staff 
is watching this carefully for you, but we are bird-dogging it as 
well. 
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Mr. DICKS. Good. Your assurance is making me feel better. 
But just for the record here, I have to establish this, because this 

is part of our oversight responsibilities. The FAR states that 
undefinitized contract actions should be definitized within 180 days 
of signing the UCA or before completion of 40 percent of the work 
to be performed, whichever occurs first. However, many of the con-
tracts are not definitized within the required 180-day time period. 
In some cases, years have passed without definitization and some-
times funds are obligated in excess of the limits normally allowed. 
For example, at the end of January, the Air Force’s aeronautical 
systems command at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, there were 
87 open UCAs averaging 363 days open, 20 of the 87 in excess of 
600 days. 

What reasons are there for UCA to not be definitized within the 
permitted time periods? 

Mr. DONLEY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to take that for the 
record. I think each of those program, each of those contract ac-
tions has its own story; and I need to have the experts characterize 
that for you. 

[The information follows:] 
The major reasons why undefinitized contract actions are not definitized within 

the permitted time periods include late submitted or inadequate proposals, audit 
delays, changes in requirements and personnel constraints. 

Mr. DICKS. Okay. Also, one final thing. Receiving a favorable 
audit from the Defense Contract Audit Agency is also an area that 
takes too long. What is the Air Force doing to enable the Defense 
Contract Audit Agency to conduct more timely audits? 

Mr. DONLEY. We continue to be in dialogue with the Defense 
Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) about how they can shorten their 
process and how we can work together to make that process more 
efficient. 

Mr. DICKS. Yeah. We have a few more questions here on that 
subject for the record. 

Mr. Tiahrt. 

LIGHT ATTACK ARMED RECONNAISSANCE 

Mr. TIAHRT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
This sort of relates to all of us. Gentlemen, I have requested two 

documents relating to the light attack armed reconnaissance pro-
gram. Unfortunately, I have been informed that Members of Con-
gress now have to file a Freedom of Information Act request to gain 
access to any document. Can you please provide my office and this 
committee with the capability based assessment and the compo-
nent cost analysis for the LAAR program? 

Mr. DICKS. Is this true? Do we have to go—this can’t be true. 
Mr. DONLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am not aware of any new policies 

on this subject. I think the issue—and I would let the lawyers an-
swer this more carefully for the record. I believe the issue has to 
do with requests from individual Members on matters which get 
close to or cross over into source selection sensitive information. 
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COMPASS CALL AIRCRAFT 

Mr. DICKS. We don’t want to do anything, especially, Mr. Tiahrt 
and I, to cause any problems in that respect, but we certainly want 
the information for the committee. 

I have one more that I wanted to ask; and then if anybody else 
has a question, we will go to you. 

The committee is pleased to note that the Air Force has focused 
funds on the budget on electronic attack aircraft. But we have 
some concerns over the plans for converting of 45-year-old aircraft. 
Specifically, the request includes funds to begin the modification of 
the WC–130H aircraft into an EC–130H compass call aircraft. This 
would increase the compass call inventory to 15 aircraft. 

You may have gotten into this earlier, but I want to go back to 
it. The request states that the conversion will cost $150 million, 
but it appears the Air Force is only funding a portion of the re-
quirement in fiscal year 2011. Why are we taking an aircraft of 
this age to do this? 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, it is structurally sound. The compass call 
mission is not a mission which places great demand on the C–130 
airframe because it is in that altitude mission and so on. So this 
approach was a way to increase the electronic combat capability we 
need at minimum cost. And it is $150 million over three years. It 
is 2011, 2012, and 2013; and it is funded accordingly, sir. 

Mr. DICKS. How does the Air Force justify partial funding of the 
conversion—you are saying it is complete funding? It appears to be 
incremental funding. 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, I am saying that the program is fully 
funded. 

Mr. DICKS. It is fully funded. 
General SCHWARTZ. It is fully funded. I take your point that it 

is not in one fiscal year, and we will come back to you on the record 
for that. 

[The information follows:] 
The initiative to convert a WC–130H to an EC–130H was proposed in early Fiscal 

Year 2009 and some funding has been included in the Fiscal Year 2011 President’s 
Budget request. Execution of this conversion requires three years. The first year is 
needed for production engineering and drawings, ordering long lead components, 
and Group A kits. The second year involves Group B kit production. Actual modi-
fication/installation occur in year three. Since these tasks are viewed as distinct and 
separable, funding for the Group B kits and modification would be early to need in 
FY11. During the Fiscal Year 2011 Program Objective Memorandum process fund-
ing for the three phases is spread across Fiscal Years 2011–2013. Shown below is 
an updated program office cost estimate for the conversion of a WC–130 to an EC– 
130H. 

$35.3M—Production engineering/drawing 
$11.8M—Long lead components 
$26.6M—Group A kit production 
$48.3M—Group B kit production 
$27.9M—Aircraft modification/installation 
Production engineering, long lead items and Group A kits are funded in Fiscal 

Year 2011 ($73.7M). Group B kits are programmed in Fiscal Year 2012 ($48.3M) 
and aircraft modification/installation is programmed in Fiscal Year 2013 ($27.9M). 
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COMPASS CALL VIABILITY 

Mr. DICKS. This past year the Air Force conducted a fleet viabil-
ity board review of the existing fleet. What were the results of the 
review? 

Mr. DONLEY. Sir, we have had several. Can I ask which airframe 
the Chairman is referring to? 

Mr. DICKS. This is the same one. This is on the WC–130H air-
craft. 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, the C–130 fleet viability is a project that 
is ongoing for this year. It has not yet reported out. The most re-
cent fleet viability that we did was on the JSTARS that was re-
ferred to earlier by Congressman Kingston. 

Mr. DICKS. Are there other questions? 
Mr. Kingston first. We will go in order. 

CYBERSECURITY 

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
General, I wanted to ask about cybersecurity, and you may need 

to follow up if you don’t know these numbers. But generally how 
big of a problem is it? How many break-in attempts do we get each 
day and into what systems are they worst? Who is doing it? And 
how often are they successful? 

And then, partly provincial, in my hometown, Armstrong Atlantic 
University has a cybersecurity center which they started about 4 
or 5 years ago. I frequently get briefed by them; and I am always 
astounded, no matter how many times I see, the number of attacks 
that come in worldwide and the places that they come from and the 
freelance agents and the organized country effort. It just seems like 
it is all over the place. I wonder if you could—— 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, it is a major issue in our unclassified 
networks; and we work hard, very diligently, and have, no kidding, 
some of the best talent working to defend the net. In fact, we stood 
up an organization called 24th Air Force to do exactly that, to de-
fend the net. 

Now, this is both on the unclassified side where we have—I have 
been speaking for 15 seconds. We probably had 15 attempts to 
work into the system. We are reasonably secure. 

But on the classified side, I would indicate that we are quite se-
cure, very secure. The dilemma is that, as you suggested, there are 
all kinds of actors out there. There are nation state actors. There 
are individuals. There is criminal-related activity. There are fun 
seekers that are doing this, and they certainly take time on DOD 
networks. 

So I think if I had one comment to make to you, sir, is that the 
Secretary of Defense’s initiative to stand up the sub-unified cyber 
command is an essential undertaking for our Department to put 
the focus on this as a discipline and as a command entity. 

There is some concern that DOD might take over, might move 
outside dotmil. I don’t see that occurring. But within dotmil and 
perhaps for dotgov, we need to make the best use of all of the tal-
ent that is available in agencies within DOD like our 24th Air 
Force, like the National Security Agency and elsewhere. 
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Mr. KINGSTON. Aside from the attacks on your main computer 
programs, what about listening devices or trying to get into indi-
vidual cell phones or BlackBerrys, that has got to be out there as 
well? 

General SCHWARTZ. It is a counter-intelligence concern and one 
that we take seriously. 

Mr. KINGSTON. How vulnerable do you think Members of Con-
gress are, based on what you know, with our own BlackBerrys as 
we go on codels or even not leaving the United States? 

General SCHWARTZ. I would have to tell you I would say vulner-
able. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Do you use a BlackBerry? 
General SCHWARTZ. I do. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Well, is that the inconsistent with what you just 

said? I am trying to figure out, should I throw mine out or not? 
General SCHWARTZ. I don’t think you should, but you need to 

think about what you are using it for, and that really is the guid-
ance that we have provided our people. 

Now there are certain folks in the Air Force that won’t use a 
BlackBerry because of the work that they do. In my case, if I get 
a pulse from the media, it is a vehicle that I use to good effect, in 
my view. 

So we train our people and instruct our people to be judicious. 
And in some cases they don’t get to use it at all because they are 
in very sensitive positions. My hunch is that a similar sort of pro-
tocol applies here on Capitol Hill as well. Folks from the Intel-
ligence Committee, for example, might have different rules than 
other committees. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you. 
Mr. DICKS. I think that is one reason we put in this password, 

which is very annoying, but we had to do it. But it has to be done, 
and we are doing it. 

Mr. Visclosky. 

SATELLITE PROGRAMS 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. With these thumbs, that password is very, very 
annoying. It is just hard. 

Mr. Secretary, on the satellite programs, you have a number of 
significant systems and, apparently, there has been some signifi-
cant schedule growth, cost increases, a lot of which may have to do 
with unrealistic cost estimates in the first place, questions about 
technical maturity. Are there simply now too many systems, is 
there too much program for the monies that you have for the sat-
ellite program? 

Mr. DONLEY. Sir, again, I think each program has its own story 
and own history. We had had I think, up until a couple of years 
ago before Secretary Gates took a closer look at this, we did have 
a number of satellite systems cued up, especially in the secure Sat-
ellite Communications (SATCOM) area where we had more tech-
nology perhaps programmed than we could afford. And that re-
sulted in the cancellation of the TSAT, the transformational sat-
ellite program. 

We have stepped back to focus on the execution of the AEHF pro-
gram, but we are still looking for opportunities at some point in the 
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future to insert new technology, much along the lines as Mr. Tiahrt 
described, where and when we are ready to do that and we can af-
ford it. 

Again, each of these programs has its own story. I think, right 
now, we are most concerned with the EELV program, the evolved 
expendable launch capability that we have enjoyed success with for 
so many years now. I think it is—I want to say 65 or so. But it 
is a string of successful launches using EELV. 

And we have benefited from some early multiyear contract ar-
rangement which has since expired. On that program, we are look-
ing at significant cost growth, which we are not happy with; and 
we are looking for alternatives going forward. And we are looking 
at additional pressure on the solid rocket motor and the industrial 
base that goes with that. With the changes in National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration’s program, we face some significant chal-
lenges in developing an affordable funding profile for space launch 
support. So that is an area that we are looking at in particular 
right now. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I don’t know that we will have a hearing on 
launch per se, but are there a couple of issues and any monetary 
value that we should know or be particularly concerned about on 
the launch side before we mark up our bill? 

Mr. DONLEY. We will certainly support the committee’s schedule 
as best we possibly can with the latest information that we have 
on the EELV. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. And on the satellites themselves, is there—get-
ting back to Mr. Rogers’ line of questioning before about DOD and 
DOE—between the Intelligence Committee community and some of 
the requirements that they are asking for some of these satellites 
and in a sense overrequesting for capabilities here, given again 
technology that is available today and the dollars that are available 
today? Is there a disconnect there? 

Mr. DONLEY. Sir, I wouldn’t speak specifically to the systems 
that are procured in the national programs, although I will say 
that we have a close relationship with the National Reconnaissance 
Office that has—we have had that close relationship for many 
years, that continues, and we continue to collaborate on trade-offs 
where we can between space-based and airborne systems and also 
identifying capabilities on the DOD side that can be hosted else-
where in either the Intelligence Community or even on commercial 
satellites as well. So we are looking for creative alternatives for 
hosting DOD-required capabilities on different kinds of platforms, 
rather than just necessarily owning and launching and operating 
everything ourselves. 

And I should add that you will see this play out in the Space 
Posture Review, which should be delivered to Congress later on 
this spring, early summertime frame. You will see the policy level 
discussions and trade-offs on sort of organic government-owned 
versus international partnerships and commercial partnerships as 
well and the kind of judgments the Administration is about to 
make, if you will, on how to strike the appropriate balance in that 
mix. 
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INTELLIGENCE, SURVEILLANCE RECONNAISSANCE PERSONNEL 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. And we would look for that late spring. 
One last line of question, if I could, Mr. Chairman. You had men-

tioned before, Mr. Secretary, in one of your answers about stress 
specialties; and you mentioned contracting and acquisition. I un-
derstand you also have problems as far as intelligence surveillance 
and reconnaissance, nuclear missions. What are you doing to ad-
dress that issue? And again is it a resource issue? Is there some-
thing we ought to have particular concern about? 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, what we have done is we have made 
major moves in the ISR area—I mean, as many as 4,700 spaces— 
to try to compensate for the demand there. We have moved 2,500 
spaces in Fiscal Year 2010 to strengthen the nuclear enterprise. 
We also moved roughly 2,000 spaces into aircraft and missile main-
tenance. When we went through the drawdown episode a couple of 
years ago, we overshot. So we needed to bring that back up to an 
appropriate level. 

Smaller numbers of spaces have gone to the other disciplines. 
Certainly, as you suggested, contracting, public affairs is a high-de-
mand activity. Security forces is a high-demand activity. Believe it 
or not, the chaplaincy is a high-demand activity. 

And so we are doing the best we can, but I have to tell you, sir— 
and this is a significant matter for the appropriators—our per-
sonnel costs are a major concern to the Secretary and me. To the 
extent that if we don’t watch this and do this carefully, our per-
sonnel costs will begin to push out important content elsewhere in 
the Air Force portfolio. So we need to be judicious, and the bottom 
line is we are not going to grow because we can’t afford it. 

So if we have some areas in the Air Force that are expanding, 
like intelligence surveillance and reconnaissance, we are going to 
have to shrink in others; and we are going to have to gather man-
power and financial resources from within our existing portfolio. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Gentlemen, thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DICKS. Ms. Granger. 

F–22 RAPTOR AIRCRAFT 

Ms. GRANGER. Just a couple of quick questions about the F–22. 
General Schwartz, Secretary Gates described the F–22 as the 

critical hedge against new threat systems such as the Russian fifth 
generation fighter. I saw in your testimony that you invested $2 
billion in improvements to upgrade the F–22. Is this sufficient to 
continue the air superiority of the F–22? And tell me a little bit 
about long-term modernization. 

General SCHWARTZ. Ma’am, we are going to have 150 block 3 or 
block 31⁄2 quality kinds of airplanes. These will be machines at the 
very top tier of the F–22 capability. 

Training aircraft, on the other hand, so-called block 20 aircraft, 
won’t have all of the wherewithal that the operational aircraft will 
have. So there will be about 28 or so—forgive me—36 of the block 
20 airplane and the remainder will be full-up capabilities which 
will have both air-to-air, for which the airplane was primarily de-
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signed, as well as air-to-ground capability. And that is where some 
of the advancements will come as we go down the line. 

It is very important with the smaller fleet we have that we con-
tinue to invest in sustaining the F–22, both its low observable 
qualities, its avionics. We are going to put a different data link on 
the airplane that is compatible with the F–35. The data link that 
it currently has is only F–22 specific. In the way we used to think 
about employing the airplane, that was okay. It is not anymore. It 
is a secure data link, but we need to have one that can be used 
throughout the force and particularly among generation five capa-
ble fighters. 

So those are the kinds of improvements we are making, and I 
would appeal to the committee to support us on making those 187 
airplanes as capable as they can be. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you very much. And thank you both for ap-
pearing and your service. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Boyd. 

F–22 BASING 

Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And, General Schwartz, this is a follow-up to what Ms. Grang-

er—you and I have had many discussions about the F–22, and you 
know of my parochial interest in that. I asked you earlier about the 
Strategic Basing Executive Steering Group, and you have explained 
to me that they would be involved. 

What I didn’t ask you was when, and I have asked you that be-
fore, and I felt it would be remiss and you would be very dis-
appointed if I didn’t ask you here today. 

General SCHWARTZ. With respect to what we will do with the F– 
22 from a fleet management point of view, that is a summertime 
frame decision process. 

PERSONNEL TRAINING 

Mr. BOYD. All right. Okay. Thank you very much, General. 
Now, to follow-up on Mr. Visclosky’s line of questioning relative 

to the personnel and your concern about personnel pushing folks 
out, you are trying to redesign your whole system and scheme of 
things. The CAF, your reductions there, you have, I understand, 
according to testimony, 3,600 personnel who will be reassigned, re-
trained, go into other fields as you do this realignment. About one- 
sixth or about 600 of those, I think, are coming out of the F–15 
schoolhouse area that I have an interest in. There is going to be 
some retraining requirements there. And my question really is 
about how long that transition will take. And by the time these air-
men are retrained, will those requirements still be available? 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, there will be some retraining, clearly. 
There will be some sort of immediate transfers where the skill set 
is not weapon system specific or something along those lines, and 
it depends on the specific skill. If we are talking about F–15 pilots 
transitioning to another airplane, it might be six months. With re-
spect to a maintainer moving to an F–16 or another aviation weap-
ons system, it is probably less than six months. So we are talking 
about within the year basically of having people that would mi-
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grate out of their current mission assignments and be applied to 
others elsewhere in our Air Force. 

In more rare cases, you will have the kind of thing where people 
are making a hard change, maybe, for example, might go from 
maintenance to becoming a sensor operator on an unmanned or re-
motely piloted aircraft. That is probably a year plus to do that. 

So it depends, sir, but I would emphasize again, and reinforcing 
the comment that I made earlier, that if we are going to remain 
relevant and our capabilities are those which the joint team needs 
now in going forward, we need to begin to make these changes, as 
painful as they are, sir. 

Mr. BOYD. Thank you very much, General Schwartz, Mr. Chair-
man. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Rogers. 

MOTHBALLED AIRCRAFT 

Mr. ROGERS. Tell me, where do you store mothballed aircraft? 
General SCHWARTZ. Sir, it is done at Davis-Monthan Air Force 

Base in Arizona at the so-called graveyard. 
Mr. ROGERS. Are those planes useless? 
General SCHWARTZ. Not at all. In fact, there are several layers 

of storage. 
Type 1,000 storage, for example, is something that you could 

bring back quite readily. There are other levels of storage where 
you get to take spare parts off these machines and they become 
less and less—the potential of recovering them, obviously, declines 
over time. So it depends what the status of the specific kind of stor-
age is. 

Mr. ROGERS. How many planes do we have in storage? 
General SCHWARTZ. Sir, I would have to take that for the record, 

but it is thousands. 
[The information follows:] 
Currently, the United States Air Force has 2,205 aircraft in Aerospace Mainte-

nance and Regeneration Group storage. 

Mr. ROGERS. I know the chairman may not be interested in this 
very much, but could some of those planes be reused in the modern 
day need for new aircraft? 

Mr. DONLEY. Sir, my assessment is that that would be very dif-
ficult to do and very expensive. 

As the Chief outlined, I think there are options for putting air-
craft into retirement, where one can put them into storage where 
for some period of time they can be maintained at a level to be 
brought back on fairly short notice. That is an expensive propo-
sition. I don’t recall off the top of my head—we will get you an an-
swer for the record—whether we have actually done that. It has 
been discussed, but I am not sure we have actually exercised that 
option. 

[The information follows:] 
From Fiscal Year 2006 through Fiscal Year 2009, 109 Air Force aircraft have been 

regenerated at the Aerospace Maintenance and Regeneration Group to support the 
United States Air Force, the Department of Defense, and foreign military sales. 

Mr. DONLEY. The more common use, as the Chief described it, is 
to cannibalize these airplanes over time for various spare parts, not 
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just for the United States Air Force but also for our international 
partners who, through foreign military sales (FMS) and other pro-
grams, are operating generations of aircraft maybe one or two be-
hind the United States and where there are no current production 
aircraft available to provide a spare parts pipeline. So this is the 
more common use of these aircraft. 

Mr. ROGERS. What would be the oldest aircraft in that fleet? 
General SCHWARTZ. Probably one of the ones that the Women’s 

Air Force Service Pilots (WASPs) flew years ago. Sir, I don’t know, 
but I will find out for you. 

[The information follows:] 
The oldest Air Force aircraft in storage by arrival date is a WB–57F (modified 

Canberra B–57), serial number 63–13295, which arrived in July 1972. 

Mr. DONLEY. They go back to the 1950s, for sure. Old B–52s, for 
example. 

Mr. DICKS. I will just say to the gentleman from Kentucky, if we 
can use these airplanes or if our allies can use them, I am for using 
them. If there is a way to do it, that makes sense. Spare parts are 
very important. 

Mr. Hinchey. 

COMBAT SEARCH AND RESCUE HELICOPTER 

Mr. HINCHEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just a couple of quick 
things. 

The Air Force I understand is considering a multibillion dollar 
sole source procurement to replace the aging HH–60G Pave Hawk 
search and rescue helicopter. How is that going to happen? Is the 
Air Force conferring a sole source procurement to recapitalize? No? 

General SCHWARTZ. No, sir. I think I can speak with authority 
and say that it will be a competitive process. But I would envision 
that will not be a development program, at least not a major devel-
opment program. It will capitalize on something that is currently 
available and is modified to the combat search and rescue mission 
set. 

UNMANNED AERIAL VEHICLES 

Mr. HINCHEY. Okay. Thank you very much. 
The unmanned aircraft system is something that has gotten an 

awful lot of attention and something that, frankly, is very inter-
esting. They are serving in an expanded set of operations in both 
Iraq and Afghanistan, And I understand that some of them are lo-
cated in Korea as well. I don’t know if that is a fact, but I under-
stand that may be the case. I wondered if you would share your 
vision of the future for the unmanned aerial system, especially in 
the counterinsurgency operations but also in the regular combat 
operations as well. 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, we believe that remotely piloted aircraft 
(RPA) are a capability that will remain. It is an enduring feature 
of our Air Force, both for surveillance requirements as well as 
strike requirements in the right kind of environment. So we see the 
inventory of these assets growing. 

We currently have in the neighborhood of 200 remotely piloted 
aircraft at different classes in the Air Force that will probably dou-
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ble over time. And we will have those both for the irregular war-
fare mission set that you are familiar with, but it will also be use-
ful in other applications which we haven’t completely thought 
through, for example, suppression of enemy air defenses. 

Other capable air forces in the world use these platforms in per-
haps different ways than we have currently thought about and we 
need, again, as part of this growth process, to make sure that we 
have considered all of the possible applications. RPAs are not any-
time, anyplace aircraft. There are certain environments where they 
simply will not survive. But that is only a part of the potential op-
erating environment. 

Mr. DICKS. If the gentleman will yield, it is not just the Air 
Force. This is the Navy, the Army, Special Forces. Everybody is 
looking at these and in whole different sizes, shapes and capabili-
ties, is that correct? 

Mr. DONLEY. Yes, sir. And many other nations as well. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Hinchey. 
Mr. HINCHEY. Is there a shortage? Is there enough? Do you have 

enough coming in? 
General SCHWARTZ. We are maxing production, sir. There are 48 

reapers in this budget, both in the base and in the overseas contin-
gency operations account; and that is all that General Atomics can 
produce. 

Mr. HINCHEY. Just one more question. 
Mr. DICKS. Will the gentleman yield on this same point? 
We are working on trying to secure the Predators because there 

was some issue with their vulnerability; isn’t that correct? 
General SCHWARTZ. Sir, there is no vulnerability with respect to 

the air-to-air links or the space-borne links; they are all secure, 
both in terms of command and control as well as the take off sen-
sors. 

The issue you address has to do with what is provided in an air- 
to-ground sense directly to our troops, Airmen, Marines, and what 
have you on the ground. We are in the process of securing those 
links. 

But this, Mr. Chairman, is one of those cases where you have to 
balance risk. I would argue that it is better for our kids to know 
what is around the corner and worry less about whether somebody 
else is watching that, too. But we will be—in the next two years, 
we will move dramatically on securing the air-to-ground portion of 
those links as well. 

Mr. DICKS. Okay. 

PROMPT GLOBAL STRIKE 

Mr. HINCHEY. If I may just ask one last question. The issue of 
prompt global strike is something that is getting more attention. 
And I can understand it because of the way things are developing 
around this planet, and it makes life a little more tense and ten-
uous. I wonder if you could talk to us just for a couple of minutes 
maybe about what the situation is, how it is evolving, what 
progress is being made in reviewing the prompt global strike, what 
the situation is generally. 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, let me just start, and I am sure the Sec-
retary will have something to add. 
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When the Secretary mentioned the family of systems earlier with 
respect to long-range strike, prompt global strike is a part of that 
family. This is fundamentally what, at least for us, would be a con-
ventional ICBM, something that would have a conventional war-
head that we could launch and be on target in a matter of minutes, 
as opposed to hours or even longer. 

In addition, there are certain developmental kinds of capabilities 
that fall into this category like hypersonic glide vehicles. This is 
something that is new, and it is developmental, and, in fact, there 
will be a test in the coming months on the first launch of an experi-
mental hypersonic glide vehicle. 

So this is about getting to targets very promptly with high ki-
netic effect, nonnuclear. There is a place, I think, for that kind of 
capability. I don’t think that that is the sort of thing you would use 
broadly because fundamentally, what you don’t want to have is a 
300—let us just say a $300 million weapon applied against a 
$30,000 target. I mean, there is balance in this. But there is a 
place for prompt global strike, and we in the Air Force will be pur-
suing this on behalf of DOD. 

Mr. DONLEY. I think that the Chief has hit it right on. This is 
part of this discussion in the Department about the family of sys-
tems that we are looking for. The mix of standoff and penetration, 
the mix of prompt and persistent, the mix of manned and un-
manned, and the mix of platforms, weapons, ISR capabilities, and 
electronic warfare capability, all of those things together make up 
a long-range strike family, a portfolio, if you will. 

So we are taking a closer look at how and where we invest in 
that portfolio and the sequence. What should we work on first? 
Where are the threats or opportunities most pregnant that we need 
to address? What will or should take a little bit longer to decide? 
And so these are the issues the Secretary has put in motion. 

I will say, from a programmatic point of view, the prompt global 
strike work had been a little bit federated over the last couple of 
years. There have been a couple of different R&D lines and dif-
ferent projects under that umbrella, and Dr. Carter has asked the 
Air Force to help pull that together and manage it as a whole going 
forward. So we are in the process of assuming that responsibility. 
It started a little bit earlier this winter. So that will give the Air 
Force a little bit better visibility into the prompt global strike area. 

General SCHWARTZ. And I would just add, sir, that this is not 
just about the Air Force. There are other capabilities. Conventional 
Trident, for example, is something that is a possibility. So this is 
not just Air Force business. 

Mr. DICKS. On that point, isn’t one of the problems is how you 
would distinguish between a conventional weapon and a weapon 
that has nuclear warheads? That is one problem with this concept, 
right? 

General SCHWARTZ. Stability is an issue, and there are ways to 
address that, either by your basing mode or where these would be 
based, what kind of awareness others might have, and whether it 
is aboveground or in ground, and so on and so forth. There are a 
lot of different ways to address the ambiguity issues associated 
with prompt global strike, and this is not yet completely thought 
through. 
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Mr. DICKS. One thing with the B–2, we moved away from using 
it to deliver nuclear weapons and put it on smart conventional 
weapons; and I like what you said. In that respect, you have a very 
inexpensive weapon going after a target; and sometimes, as you 
well know, on one mission you can take out 26 targets. And if we 
get to the smaller weapons, even more. So that is a tremendous 
conventional capability that you have with a penetrating bomber 
and—but I do like what you said also on the UAVs and using them 
for suppression of enemy radar. That is not something I had heard 
about before. It sounds very interesting. 

I–22 AIRCRAFT RELIABILITY 

I had one question on the reliability issue on the F–22. Thus far 
this year, the F–22 mission capable rate is only 62 percent. This 
is significantly below expectation. What is driving those low rates 
and what is the Air Force doing to improve the rates? 

General SCHWARTZ. Sir, a couple of things. This is both process. 
It is material. It is training. So there are a number of paths related 
to, in particular, low observable maintenance. There is efforts 
under way in this response to Congresswoman Granger’s question 
earlier about developing materials that are more durable for the F– 
22, certainly for the F–35. That is one aspect. 

Mr. DICKS. We had the same issue with the B–2. 
General SCHWARTZ. Exactly, sir. You understand that. 
Mr. DICKS. And then we improved as we went along. 
General SCHWARTZ. Improve it as you go along, and clearly we 

need to continue to do that. Some of this is process, and it has to 
do with the facility, to have the right kind of facilities where—to 
use the slang—where you can bake the airplane and accelerate the 
repair process. So facilities, materiel, training for our youngsters so 
that they get proficient in identifying their skill so that they stay 
in the low observable maintenance discipline and not go out as one 
young man did that I know. He was an award winner at Elmendorf 
Air Force Base, sir, and ended up going to F–16 at Hill Air Force 
Base. Probably not the best use of this very fine Airman. 

So we have personnel processes that need to attend to as well. 
Mr. DICKS. Any other questions? 
The committee is adjourned until 1:30 tomorrow, Thursday, 

March 11th. At that time, we will reconvene for a hearing on Navy 
posture. 

Thank you very much. It was a good hearing, and we appreciate 
your availability. 
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